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Kerstin von Lingen 


Promise of immunity. How SS-Obergruppenführer Karl Wolff 
escaped prosecution 


The first armistice of the Second World War in Europe, the premature 
capitulation of Army Group C in northern Italy on May 2, 1945, known under its 
code name "Operation Sunrise", was the result of negotiations between the 
American intelligence emissary of the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) in Bern, Allen 
W. Dulles, and the Highest SS and Police Leader in Italy, SS-Ober- gruppenführer Karl 
Wolff! . Contrary to the Casablanca agreements, the Western Allies not only 
negotiated a separate peace in the spring of 1945, but even negotiated with 
representatives of the SS, in which only Wolff was able to prevail? . This 
supports the assumption that the peace agreement in northern Italy was in the 
interests of the Allies and Switzerland, which justified such an unusual course of 
action. After the war, the success of this operation propelled Dulles to the top of 
the newly founded American intelligence service, the CIA, in 1948. But Wolff 
also got something in return: 


! Bradley F. Smith and Elena Agarossi, Unternehmen "Sonnenaufgang". The end of the 
war in Italy, Cologne 1981 (revised edition 2005). Important documents, such as the 
two OSS reports of March 8 and 10, 1945, are published in: American Intelligence and 
the German Resistance to Hitler: A Documentary History. Ed. by Jiirgen Heideking 
and Christof Mauch, Boulder, CO 1996, Doc. 93 and 94, pp. 381-385. The most 
important participants in the negotiations also left memoirs, see Allen Dulles and Gero 
v. Schulze-Gaevernitz, Unternehmen "Sunrise". Die geheime Geschichte des 
Kriegsen- des in Italien, Diisseldorf 1967; Max Waibel, 1945 - Kapitulation in Norditalien. 
Original- bericht des Vermittlers, Basel 1981. The memoirs of Vietinghoff and Wolff 
were published posthumously, see Heinrich von Vietinghoff-Scheel, La fine della 
guerra in Ita- lia. Appunti dell'ultimo commandante in capo tedesco in Italia (Recoaro, 
ottobre 1944 ad aprile 1945). A cura di Peter Hattenkofer, Alessandro Massignani e 
Maurizio Dal Lago, Valdagno 1997; Karl Wolff, Mit Wissen Hitlers. Meine 
Geheimverhandlungen tiber eine Teilkapitulation in Italien 1945, Stegen 2008. While 
Vietinghoff wrote the manuscript on the end of the war in 1945 himself, as could be 
located in the Federal Archives, the alleged Wolff memoirs, which were published 25 
years after his death, were not written down by him. However, they largely correspond 
verbatim to the tape transcripts of Wolff's conversations with the journalist Jochen von 
Lang, which the author has in her possession. These tape transcripts were, among other 
things, the basis for Jochen von Lang, Der Adjutant. Karl Wolff: Der Mann zwischen 
Hitler und Himmler, Munich 1985. Further memoirs on "Sunrise" by former 
participants: Eugen Dollmann, Dolmetscher der Diktatoren, Bayreuth 1993; Fran- cesco 
Lanfranchi, La resa degli ottocento mila, Milano 1948 ; Edmund Theil, Kampf um 
Italien. From Sicily to South Tyrol 1943-1945, Munich 1983. 

? Christof Mauch, Schattenkrieg gegen Hitler, Stuttgart 1999; Pierre Th. Braunschweig, 
Geheimer Draht nach Berlin, Zurich 1990. According to Braunschweiger, the Masson- 
Schellenberg intelligence line had an "ominous, corrosive effect" on Switzerland (p. 
296). Schellenberg also negotiated with the OSS via Sweden, see Ingeborg Fleischhauer, 
Die Chance des Sonderfriedens. Deutsch-sowjetische Geheimgespräche 1941-1945, 
Berlin 1986, pp. 205 and 224. Cf. also Heinz Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln. Macht und 
Einfluss des deutschen und russischen Geheimdienstes, Munich 1985; "Sun- rise" is 
analyzed in Chapter 13: Unheilige Allianzen, pp. 459-516. 
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Dulles secured his silence by using his office to influence the investigating and 
prosecuting authorities in Nuremberg to exempt the SS general from 
prosecution? . 

The American protection of an SS general makes it clear that the research 
field of "politics of the past"* must be expanded to include the aspect of Allied 
interests. Studies on the history of the American intelligence service> have 
neglected the aspect of the influence of the OSS on the executive branch of war 
crimes policy; more recent studies have now included this aspect® . It has often 
been suggested that the OSS helped selected incriminated Nazi functionaries to 
escape after the war? . While there are repeated references in the memoir 
literature to an exchange deal between the secret service and incriminated Nazi 
functionaries, with the anti-communist aspect being cited as the motivation? , the 
systematic examination of the dimensions of protection and 


3 The essay is the result of a DFG project at the University of Tübingen, the monograph 
will be published in December 2009 under the title: Kerstin von Lingen, "SS und 
Secret Service. "Verschwörung des Schweigens": Die Akte Karl Wolff" (Paderborn 
2009). This was preceded in 2003/04 by a collaboration with the jurist Michael Salter, Law 
School, University of Central Lancashire, Preston/GB, see Kerstin von Lingen and 
Michael Salter, Contrasting Strategies within the War Crimes trials of Kesselring and 
Wolff. In: Liverpool Law Review, 26 (2005), 3, pp. 225-266. Salter's other works should 
therefore be read as complementary. His own research results were presented in Kers 
tin von Lingen, Conspiracy of Silence: How the "old boys" of American Intelligence 
shielded SS-General Karl Wolff from prosecution. In: Holocaust and Genocide 
Studies, 22 (2008), 1, pp. 74-109. 

4 Norbert Frei, Politics of the Past. The beginnings of the Federal Republic and the Nazi 
past, Munich 1996. 

> Cf. Thomas Troy, Donovan and the CIA: A History of the Establishment of the CIA, 
Frederick, MD 1981. The Office of Strategic Services (OSS 1942-45) was the first 
central American intelligence organization and predecessor institution of the CIA; the 
OSS conducted espionage, counter-intelligence and enemy propaganda and led special 
forces operations (e.g. sabotage). For an introduction, see Bradley Smith, The Shadow 
Warriors: OSS and the Origins of the CIA, New York 1983; Michael Warner, OSS: 
America's First Central Intelligence Agency, Washington 2000. 

é For details, see Michael Salter, Nazi War Crimes, US Intelligence and Selective 

Prosecution at Nuremberg. Controversies regarding the role of the Office of Strategic 

Services, London 2007. The monograph continues his earlier work, see Michael Salter, 

The prosecution of Nazi War criminals and the OSS: The need for a new research 

agenda. In: The Journal of Intelligence History, 2 (2002), pp. 77-119. 

Since the release of the CIA files in 1998, Richard Breitman's team of experts has 

carried out extensive studies with the OSS material and published scientific results, see 

U.S. Intelligence and the Nazis. Ed. by Richard Breitman, Norman J.W Goda, Timothy 

Naftali and Robert Wolfe, Cambridge 2005; evaluation of the material with regard to 

the question of when the Western secret services knew about the Holocaust and 

whether there would have been opportunities for intervention, see Secret Intelligence 
and the Holocaust. Collected Essays from the Colloquium at the City University of 

New York, May 2003. Ed. by David Bankier, New York 2006. Due to the source 

situation, less detailed and more journalistic predecessor studies, but with the same 

core statement, see Mark Aarons and John Loftus, Unholy Trinity: the Vatican, the 

Nazis and the Swiss Banks, New York 1991; Christopher Simpson, The splendid 

blond beast. Money, Law and Genocide in the 20th Century, Monroe, ME 1995; 

Christopher Simpson, Blowback. America's recruitment of Nazis and its effects on the 

Cold War, New York 1988. 

8 See, for example, the memoirs of Walter Hagen (i.e. Wilhelm Hoettl), Die geheime 
Front. Organization, Persons and Actions of the German Secret Service, Linz 1950; 
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New recruitment of Nazi perpetrators within Allied intelligence structures has 
only begun in recent years? . 

Wolff was not an isolated case, as the CIA's declassified files and the recently 
discovered private files of OSS chief William Donovan prove!® . From the group 
of negotiators of this armistice alone, not a single SS leader was brought to 
justice; on the contrary, they were actively protected by being used within the US 
intelligence service OSS!! . By analyzing the file of SS-Obersturmführer Guido 
Zimmer, Richard Breitman was able to show”? how he was protected from Allied 
prosecution by his contacts with US intelligence officers, which he had 
established in the course of the surrender negotiations for the northern Italian 
front in the spring of 1945. The interaction between the SS leader and the OSS 
and the functioning of the protection mechanism can be analyzed in three steps 
and possible backgrounds for this preferential treatment can be shown. 

The files show that even the protection of SS General Karl Wolff was not the 
initiative of an OSS employee, but was in line with his government's interest in a 
premature separate capitulation in northern Italy. The aim was to secure 
geostrategic advantages in the race for supremacy in Central Europe, especially 
over the port of Trieste. Political divergences in the alliance with Stalin were 
evident in the spring of 1945. Behind the mask of unity, the basic ideological 
pattern of the Cold War was already emerging. Washington was prepared to make 
concessions for a rapid partial surrender on the European southern front, but 
without providing a fixed framework. 


On anti-communism, see the memoirs of the head of the US military mission in 
Moscow, General John R. Deane, The strange alliance. The story of American efforts 
of war- time co-operation with Russia, London 1947. 

° Gerald Steinacher, Nazis on the run. Wie Kriegsverbrecher über Italien nach Über- see 
entkamen, Innsbruck 2008; Heinz Schneppen, Odessa und das Vierte Reich. Mythen 
der Zeitgeschichte, Berlin 2007; Uki Goñi, Odessa: Die wahre Geschichte. Escape aid for Nazi 
war criminals. Berlin 2006; first references to the swaps in Simon Wie- senthal, Recht, nicht 
Rache, Berlin 1988; Holger M. Meding, Flucht vor Nürnberg? Deut- sche und 
österreichische Einwanderung in Argentinien 1945-1955, Cologne 1992; popular 
science Rena Giefer and Thomas Giefer, Die Rattenlinie. Escape routes of the Nazis, a 
documentation, Frankfurt a.M. 1991. 

10 Donovan had transferred his files from Nuremberg to the filing system of his law firm, 
where they were only recently discovered by his successors and donated to Cornell 
Law School. They are now accessible to researchers at the Donovan Collection, 
Cornell Law School at Ithaca, NY, USA (DCN). 

11 Steinacher, Nazis on the Run (see note 9), names the SS officers Zimmer, Dollmann and 
Rauff, pp. 199, 209, 212 f. Likewise Salter, Nazi War Crimes (see note 6), p. 95 

12 Richard Breitman, Analysis of the name File of Guido Zimmer, NA, Record Group 263, 
July 2004, in: <http://www.archives.gov/iwg/declassified_records/oss_records_263_ 
detailed_report_guido_zimmer.html>. 
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I. Protagonists of the ceasefire: 
Wolff and Dulles 


The willingness to negotiate with an SS general should be seen as evidence of 
the Allied strategy, which had changed since around the summer of 1944, of 
securing political supremacy in Central Europe against the Soviet allies through de 
facto military occupation of territory. The emphasis on anti-communism served 
as an ideological bracket for this approach, which violated existing Allied 
agreements. "Sunrise" is thus a first highlight in the prelude to the Cold War. 

The starting point for an investigation into the background to the armistice in 
Italy in the spring of 1945 is the two protagonists who negotiated the agreements: 
Karl Wolff and Allen Dulles - an SS general and a leading ex- ponent of the US 
intelligence service OSS in Europe; two men who had made remarkable careers 
in their respective fields. After a brief biographical sketch of Wolff and Dulles and 
a description of their official duties and competencies, the "Sunrise" talks, their 
content and the risk of the negotiating partners, as well as problems in their 
implementation, will be traced. It will be examined whether a promise of 
immunity by Dulles as a quid pro quo appears plausible. 

The chief negotiator on the German side, SS-Obergruppenfiihrer and General 
of the Waffen-SS Karl Wolff, belonged to the elite of higher SS leaders’ : as 
Himmler's former Chief of Staff and Highest SS and Police Leader Italy, he was 
later automatically on the Allied list of major war criminals. Having joined the 
SS in 1931, Wolff was systematically consulted by Himmler as a confidant and 
in 1936 became head of the personal staff of the "Reichsführer SS" (RFSS)!* . 
The Personal Staff became the linchpin in the SS power structure!> . Wolff became 
a key figure in the antechamber of power, a central figure in Himmler's system, 
who also valued him as an advisor and sent him to the Fiihrer's headquarters as 
his representative at the start of the war in 1939!6 

As a result of personal differences with Himmler, Wolff was transferred to the 
periphery of the Reich as Highest SS and Police Leader (HSSPF) Italy in 
September 1943. 


13 Wolff's role in the power structure of the SS has not yet been sufficiently addressed by 
scholars, although there is a brief sketch of his life and a popular biography. See Brendan 
Simms, Karl Wolff - The Conciliator. In: The SS: Elite under the skull and crossbones, 30 
biographies. Edited by Ronald Smelser and Enrico Syring, Paderborn 2000, pp. 441-456. 
The journalist Jochen von Lang made extensive use of archives in his biography of Wolff, 
Der Adju- tant (see note 1), as his estate proves, but did not include any evidence in his 
text. The book is therefore academically difficult to use, but meticulously researched 
and detailed, as a review of the sources showed. 

'4 Helmut J. Fischer, Hitler's Apparatus. Names, Offices, Powers: A Structural Analysis of the 
Third Reich, Kiel 1988, p. 50 f. 

'S Robert L. Koehl, The Black Corps. The structure and power struggles of the Nazi SS, 
Madison, WI 1983, p. 114. 

16 Elisabeth Kinder, The Personal Staff of the Reichsführer SS. History, tasks and delivery. 
In: From the work of the Federal Archives. Edited by Heinz Boberach and Hans 
Booms, vol. 25, Boppard 1977, pp. 379-397, here: S. 382. 
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transferred!” . However, even if Himmler was subsequently more reserved and at 
times refused to address him confidentially as "Wölffchen", Himmler's 
fundamental appreciation can still be seen in the way he was transferred to the 
southern front; after all, the Higher SS and Police Leaders were regarded as 
personal representatives of the Reichsführer SS in their respective areas of command!® 
. This made Wolff a key military figure in Italy alongside the commander-in-chief 
of the Wehrmacht and Army Group C, Field Marshal Albert Kesselring, which 
put him in a position to lead surrender negotiations in 1945. Wolff was 
undoubtedly a dynamic personality who had important contacts, he also had the 
opportunity to continue his special role within the SS in Italy and he was one of 
those who could act almost independently and was even allowed to criticize 
Himmler without, of course, ever showing any doubts about the "leader" 
himself!’ . 

By 1945, Allen Welsh Dulles could already look back on an impressive 
career as a lawyer and diplomatic advisor to the US government” . Born in 1893 
as the youngest child of a well-known Protestant pastor's family, he took part in 
the American delegation negotiating the peace treaty in Paris after the First 
World War and joined the New York law firm Sullivan & Cromwell in 1926, 
where his older brother John Foster Dulles was already a partner. Allen Dulles 
became a director of the J. Henry Schroeder Banking Corp. in New York, a bank 
with close business contacts in Europe, including Thyssen, IG Farben and 
several Nazi industrial companies”! . 

His commitment to the American foreign intelligence service OSS, which 
Dulles helped to set up, was decisive for his career from 1942 onwards. The OSS 
was founded by William Donovan as a "non-military agency" to supplement the 
military intelligence service G-2 on June 13, 1942, in order to gather intelligence 
on Hitler's Germany and make it usable for military operations” . It was thus a 
civilian government organization for intelligence gathering under the military 
control of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, which was consequently abolished after the 
end of the war before the successor organization CIA was founded in 1948, 
whose director Dulles would eventually become in 1953. 


17 Koehl, The Black Corps (see note 15) points out on p. 185 that the post was created 
especially for Wolff and was only awarded twice. 

'8 Ruth Bettina Birn, Himmler's Governor. The Higher SS and Police Leaders as the National 
Socialist Leadership Elite. In: The Second World War. Analyses, outlines, research 
balance. Edited on behalf of the MGFA by Wolfgang Michalka, Munich 1989, pp. 
275-285, here: P. 275. Accordingly, Ohlendorf reports on the HSSPF's wealth of 
power; internally they were regarded as the "little Himmlers". 

1% Koehl, The Black Corps (see note 15), p. 242. 

20 There are already biographical studies on Dulles, but these do not take sufficient 
account of his role in American politics of the past in relation to his influence on the war 
crimes issue, see Peter Grose, Gentleman Spy. The life of Allen Dulles, London 1995; 
James Srodes, Allen Dulles: Master of Spies, Washington, DC 1999; many references to 
Allen Dulles can also be found in the new biography of his brother, see Richard H. 
Immerman, John Foster Dulles. Piety, Pragmatism and Power in US Foreign Policy, 
Wilmington, DE 1999. For detailed information on Allen Dulles' influence on US war 
crimes policy, see Salter, Nazi War Crimes (see note 6). 

21 American National Biography (ANB), New York, Oxford 1999, vol. 7, pp. 42-44: Allen 
Welsh Dulles, by Loch K. Johnson, here: S. 42. 

22 Troy, Donovan and the CIA (see note 5), p. 40 and p. 60. 
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From 1943, Dulles set up a field office for the OSS in Bern, known at the 
time as the Residentur, from which it was possible to prepare the ceasefire in 
northern Italy for the Allies in 1945. The task of the Bern office was to collect 
information about the Axis powers, supply the partisans in northern Italy and 
support the resistance against Hitler. Since the Casablanca Conference in spring 
1943, it had been strictly forbidden for Allied officers and intelligence officers to 
make concessions to representatives of the Reich in return for the laying down of 
arms. However, Dulles and his superior, General William Donovan, used the 
mention of possibly preferential treatment as a prisoner of war or immunity from 
prosecution, especially in the final months of the war, to lure high-ranking Reich 
officials to the negotiating table? . "Unconditional surrender" offered him above 
all a framework for his own leeway, according to Dulles in retrospect: it was "an 
empty formula, because every surrender takes place on some conditions"? , a 
"cardinal error"? and had led to an insane will to defend the German fronts?® . 
The Allied neglect of the German opposition to Hitler would have condemned it 
to ineffectiveness. After the elimination of the German opposition following the 
failed Hitler assassination attempt in the summer of 1944 by the SS and Gestapo, 
Western intelligence services were forced to negotiate with Nazi officials in the 
final phase. 


II. Negotiated peace in northern Italy: "Operation Sunrise" 


The Allies had a great strategic interest in Italy in order to advance towards 
Central Europe as quickly as possible and thus counter the Soviet troops. If, so 
the thinking went, the fighting against Army Group C could be ended as soon as 
possible, the march through to the Reich would be free and the danger of an 
"Alpine fortress" and years of guerrilla warfare in the valleys would be averted?’ 
. This goal even justified making contact with incriminated SS leaders, as 
Donovan calculated: as long as the SS believed it could 


?3 National Archives Washington (NARA), RG 226, E. 90, B 6, Bern to Washington, telegram 
6209, March 2, 1945. 

24 Dulles Collection at Mudd Library Princeton (DCMLP), MC 019/38, 4 (Unconditional 
Surrender), letter Dulles to Susan Klein, Brandeis University, MA, Dec. 14, 1965. 

25 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 4 (Unconditional Surrender), letter Dulles to Her- 
bert Ellison (Washington Post), Sept. 6, 1950. 

26 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 4 (Unconditional Surrender), letter Dulles to William 
Mathews (Daily Star), February 9, 1953. 

27 Georg Kreis, The end of the war in northern Italy in 1945, in: Schweizer Monatshefte, 65 

(1985), 
pp. 507-521; Catherine Schiemann, Der Geheimdienst beendet den Krieg. "Operation Sunrise" 
and the German capitulation in Italy. In: Intelligence war against Germany. 
Subversion, propaganda and political planning by the American secret service in the 
Second World War. Edited by Jürgen Heideking and Christof Mauch, Göttingen 1993; 
August Walzl, Kapitulationskonzepte im Alpen-Adria-Raum 1945. In: MGM, 40 
(1986), 2, pp. 71-84; Gerald Steinacher, Südtirol und die Geheimdienste 1943 bis 1945, 
Innsbruck 2000; cf. also the popular scientific study by Rodney G. Mi- nott, Top Secret. 
Hitler's Alpine Fortress. A factual report on a myth, Hamburg 1967. 
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negotiate and even demand immunity, it might be possible to break into the Nazi 
front and thus decisively weaken the plans for the Alpine fortress? . Since the fall 
of 1944, there had been OSS contact in SS circles in northern Italy that were positively 
disposed towards ending the war”. 

Conversely, some leaders of the SS*° and the SD?! , but also high-ranking 
police leaders, made advances from mid-1944 onwards, perhaps no longer to 
save Germany, but to save their own lives*? . The SS's old dreams of an anti- 
Bolshevik crusade against the East were still at the heart of this? . On the part of 
the Allies, however, the willingness to receive German emissaries had been 
significantly reduced in view of the atrocities that had become known during the 
liberation of the Majdanek concentration camp in the fall of 194434 . This 
hardening of the fronts and the insistence, especially in Washington, on the 
unconditional implementation of the Casablanca formula had to noticeably restrict 
the scope of action of the OSS functionaries in Europe, whose task it was to 
conduct "exploratory talks" to achieve a quick peace agreement. The assessments of 
the SS negotiating partners by the OSS Bern in the routine reports to Washington 
therefore played a central role. 


1. Interest groups 


Several groups can be distinguished in the ceasefire negotiations. On the one side 
were Allen Dulles and his colleague, the German-American economic advisor 
Gero von Schultze-Gaevernitz®> . The Bern OSS 


28 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Joint Chiefs of Staff, March 27, 
1945. For a general assessment in US intelligence circles, see Timothy Naftali, Cre- 
ating the Myth of the Alpenfestung: Allied Intelligence and the Collapse of the Nazi 
Police State. In: Austrian Historical Memory and National Identity. Ed. by Giinter 
Bischof and Anton Pelinka, London, New Brunswick, NJ 1996, pp. 203-246, here: S. 
204. 

2 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, OSS report, 13.12.1944. OSS representatives met the 
commander of the Italian Security Police, SS-Gruppenführer Wilhelm Harster, together 
with the local consul Alexander Constantin v. Neurath in Lugano in December 1944. 
Neurath in Lugano in December 1944. 

30 Richard Breitman, A Deal with the Nazi Dictatorship? Himmler's Alledged Peace Emis- 
saries in Autumn 1943, in: Journal of Contemporary History, 30 (1995), pp. 411-430. 

3! Schellenberg reports on the Schellenberg-Kaltenbrunner rivalry in establishing a viable 
contact in his memoirs, see Walter Schellenberg, Memoi- ren, Cologne 1959, p. 351. 

32 Koehl, The Black Corps (see note 15), p. 222. 

33 Richard Breitman, Nazi espionage: The Abwehr and SD Foreign Intelligence. In: U.S. 
Intelligence and the Nazis (see note 7), pp. 92-120, here: p. 108; Koehl, The Black Corps 
(see note 15), p. 239. 

34 Lothar Kettenacker, The Treatment of War Criminals as an Anglo-American Legal 
Problem. In: National Socialism on trial. Edited by Gerd R. Ueberschär, Frankfurt a.M. 
1999, pp. 17-31, here: p. 25 and p. 19. Particularly central was the consideration that 
people who had so blatantly disregarded international law themselves should not be 
offered protection from persecution as legal subjects. 

35 Federal Archives Bern (EBB), fonds of the Federal Political Department, E 4320 (B) 
1990/226, vol. 272, Allen Dulles dossier, C.16.5851, file note on Gero 
v. Schulze-Gaevernitz, 30.3.1946. Gaevernitz, the scion of a well-known upper 
middle-class family, had officially emigrated to the USA in 1939, but lived as a trustee 
of his family. 
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Office maintained close contact with its counterpart, the Swiss intelligence 
service, in the person of the head of the intelligence collection point I in Lucerne, 
Major Max Waibel. The supposedly neutral liaison officer on the Swiss side was 
the head of the school, Max Husmann® , and on the Italian side Baron Luigi 
Parilli. Both are regarded as double agents, as they maintained contacts with both 
the US intelligence service and the SD. Parilli was at times simultaneously in the 
service of the OSS?’ and the SD* . 

The German side was divided into an SS and a Wehrmacht group, which was 
again fragmented, and was flanked by the German ambassador to Italy, Rudolf 
Rahn. Since the late fall of 1944, Kesselring and Wolff had been the focus of 
OSS analyses to establish a contact for armistice negotiations, whereby the 
preferred candidate of the military representatives at the Allied headquarters in 
Caserta would have been Kesselring. Wolff was initially only second choice*? , 
but quickly managed to put himself at the head of the movement”? . In the Italian 
theater of war, there was an alignment of interests between the Wehrmacht and 
the SS. While Wolff agreed with General Field Marshal Kesselring that the war 
had to be ended due to the difficult military situation, the way in which the 
armistice was carried out led to considerable conflict. Due to Kesselring's 
dismissal in March 1945, Wolff faced unexpected difficulties in ensuring a joint 
approach by the Wehrmacht leadership in Italy. Although the group of 
Kesselring's successor Heinrich von Vietinghoff-Scheel and his generals 
Röttiger, Lemelsen and Herr as well as the negotiator Victor von Schweinitz 
were prepared to act without orders from above if necessary and to surrender on 
behalf of the Italian theater of war, they were opposed to the traditionalists 
around Kesselring and his troop leaders, Generals Schulz, Wentzel and Schnez, 
who wanted to secure themselves with an OKW order. 


Within the SS, hierarchical structures or traditionalist values played a far less 
important role; here, the dynamics of interrelationships played a central role. 


brother-in-law Edmund Stinnes in Switzerland. Gaevernitz's grandfather had been 
Prussian Minister President, his father a professor at the University of Freiburg i.Br. 

36 Husmann is a controversial figure and was suspected of being a German spy for the 
Swiss intelligence service and is said to have maintained close contact with the 
NSDAP local group in Zug in 1941 - see EBB, E 4320(B), 1973/17, vol. 4, Max 
Husmann dossier: intelligence service report dated 25 November 1941.It does not 
seem implausible that Parilli knew Husmann through his SD work, see EEB, Husmann 
dossier, file note dated 14.7.1949, the source of the report was Constantin von Canaris 
and Rudolf Rahn. 

37 As an OSS agent, Parilli had War Department No. 6028, see NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 
8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 5. 

38 For many years, Parilli had been "the most expensive, but also the most capable agent of 
the SD" in Rome, see EBB, Husmann dossier, memo dated July 14, 1949, source of the report 
were Constantin von Canaris and Rudolf Rahn. 

3° In October 1944, Dulles noted Wolff's efforts, together with Rahn, to reach an armistice 
with the partisans in the Piedmont and Aosta valleys as evidence of a reasonable 
attitude toward a laying down of arms that did not speak in favor of a "hard-core 
Nazi," see NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1. 

40 Kesselring tried to make his formal agreement to surrender dependent on ‘honorable 
conditions' and was subsequently no longer contacted by the OSS. Cf. Donovan 
Collection at Churchill College, Cambridge (CCC), Reel 76, box 12; Dulles to OSS 
Washington, 24.2.1945. The incident was reported on 24.2.1945 by the Bern 
correspondent of the London Daily Dispatch, Charles Clark, Wolff seems to have 
avoided open demands (as a result?). 
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valizing departments and their high-handedness posed the biggest problem. The 
SS contacts did not come from the top, but from the middle level: the driving force 
behind the efforts was SS-Obersturmführer Guido Zimmer from the SD office in 
Milan! and Standartenführer Eugen Dollmann, de facto liaison officer of the 
Wehrmacht to Wolff without official authority at the headquarters of the Highest 
SS and Police Leader. The SS capitulation efforts from Italy were repeatedly 
disrupted by the Reich Security Main Office (RSHA) in Berlin, particularly by 
Walter Schellenberg's*? or Ernst Kaltenbrunner's*? advances, who were pursuing 
their own capitulation plans. 


2. Negotiations 


On February 28, 1945, there was a fundamental meeting in Desenzano on Lake 
Garda between Wolff and the commander of the security police in Italy, Wilhelm 
Harster, as well as with Ambassador Rudolf Rahn, in order to define the German 
line of negotiation. It is still clear from Zimmer's interrogation in 1945 that the SS 
leaders in particular had no surrender in mind at the time, but were actually 
dreaming of an armistice in the west , in order to fight together with the Anglo- 
Americans against the feared "Bolshevization of northern Italy", especially from 
the Yugoslavian direction. It can be assumed that Wolff shared this view. 
Through Zimmer and Parilli, the SS group made contact with the Swiss 
intelligence officer Waibel, who informed Dulles of the German interest. 


4! Barr Papers, Columbia University, Rare Books and Manuscript Library, New York (Sig- 
natur: NYCR89-A47 - Barr Papers), box 3: Memo to Alexander G. Handy, 11.6.1948. It states: 
Guido Zimmer "the engineer of Wolff's Italian Surrender". 

42 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
February 9, 1945, on Schellenberg's peace offer, which contained a threat that the 
eastern front would be opened to the Russians if the Anglo-Americans did not abandon 
the formula of unconditional surrender. Donovan suspected that this was intended to 
sow mistrust between the Russians and the Anglo-Americans. Schellenberg himself 
describes his efforts to establish contact with the Allies since 1943 in detail in his 
interrogations, e.g. in the Barr Papers NYCR89-A47, box 5, Report of Interrogation 
Walter Schellenberg, 7.12.1945 re High Command Case: Schellenberg emphasizes that he had 
been trying to start peace talks with the Allies since 1943, although Himmler did not 
want this. He repeats this version in his memoirs, see Walter Schelenberg, 
Aufzeichnungen. Die Memoiren des letzten Geheimdienstchefs unter Hitler, Cologne 
1956 (English title: The Labyrinth). Hagen (alias Wilhelm Höttl), Die geheime Front 
(see note 8) describes Schellenberg's efforts to achieve a special peace over 
Switzerland on p. 79 f. and p. 455 f. 

43 Peter Black, Ernst Kaltenbrunner, Himmler's Vassal: An SS Career, Paderborn 1991, 

pp. 267-269; Kaltenbrunner's offers to the OSS Bern can be found in NARA, RG 226, 
E. 192, box 1. He had made several different offers and was ultimately considered 
unreliable, as he apparently only wanted to gain immunity for himself, according to a 
report from April 28, 1945. 

44 Barr Papers, box 22, interrogation Guido Zimmer, 4.3.1948. Meetings Wolff, Harster, 
Rauff in Milan 1.3.1945, then telegram to Harster, anti-Soviet aim of the negotiations. 
Also Theil, Kampf um Italien (see note 1), p. 280. 
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mated* . After symbolic preliminaries, including the release of two important 
Italian resistance politicians from SS custody as a sign of the power and honest 
intentions of the negotiating partnert , Wolff met for the first time on March 8 
with the representative of the OSS, Allen W. Dulles and his right-hand man, 
Gero v. Schulze-Gaevernitz, in a private atmosphere over a bottle of Scotch in 
Zurich to sound out the situation?’ . During the meeting, Wolff made various 
suggestions as to how a ceasefire could be achieved, which Dulles wired to 
Washington and Caserta via Donovan as an official report*® . In addition to the 
concrete steps, he was also prepared to make further concessions to the Allies. 
The Highest SS and Police Leader of Italy held out the prospect of ending the 
fight against partisans in northern Italy, providing the Allies with military maps*° 
and releasing a number of political prisoners and Jews, as well as Allied prisoners 
of war. Wolff already took a considerable risk in this first conversation by 
showing his willingness to defect from Hitler and not ruling out treason. He also 
succeeded in creating credibility with his negotiating partners through the 
dynamic nature of his approach. Dulles completely abandoned his initial 
skepticism after this conversation°® : As his notes show, he was impressed by the 
SS general, who "reminded him strangely of Goethe" and presented himself as a 
dreamy optimist who "believed in the good", was "surprisingly eloquent" and 
inspired confidence with "his extremely good looks">! . 

Dulles' personal sympathy for Wolff was the catalyst that really got the 
negotiations going. The decisive factor for a positive reception of the contact by 
US government agencies and the Joint Chiefs of Staff was the assessment that 
Dulles spread about his interlocutor. He told Donovan, who included this in his 
official report, that Wolff was a 
"Gentleman" and belonged to the "moderate wing of the SS", moreover he was, 
next to Kesselring, the most powerful man in Italy and did not impose any 
conditions - in short: a dream candidate” . Dulles recommended the option 
presented by Wolff's offer. 


45 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 7. 

46 Dulles was prepared to receive Wolff if, as a sign of his power and seriousness, he could 
secure the release of the imprisoned Resistenza leaders Feruccio Parri and Antonio 
Usmiani, the latter of whom was said to have been an OSS agent. Dulles regarded the 
release as a litmus test for Wolff's reliability, and he did not seriously expect a positive 
outcome, see DCMLP, box 59, folder 10, letter Dulles to Kobor, October 29, 1959. 

47 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 
10, 1945; NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise (n.d. 1965?), p. 9, Dulles 
noted with surprise that Wolff had not touched a drop of the expensive Scotch; on the 
meeting, see also Smith/Agarossi, Unternehmen "Sonnenaufgang" (see note 1), p. 127 
f., Theil, Kampf um Italien (see note 1), pp. 286-288. 

48 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 10, 1945. 

49 This is said to have been Husmann's idea, see Smith/Agarossi, Unter- nehmen 
"Sonnenaufgang" (see note 1), p. 149 and p. 172. Evidence of this can be found in the 
holdings of the Institut für Zeitgeschichte München (IfZ), Polad/33/18, Husmann-Wolff 
interview transcript, July 1947, p. 5. 

5 Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (see note 2), pp. 462-464. 

5! NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise (n.d., 1965?), p. 9 and p. 10. 

52 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 10, 1945: 
"Wolff is a distinctive personality, and evidence indicates that he represents the more 
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to seize the opportunity to end the war and quickly occupy northern Italy and 
possibly even Austria . Dulles acted above all as a guardian of American 
interests, and not always in accordance with Allied sup- port: at no time did he 
make a secret of the fact that he felt the presence of the Soviets at possible talks 
was "superfluous" . 

Dulles received the green light and gave the operation the code name 
"Sunrise" . Preparations for a meeting with military negotiators were 
immediately set in motion - a welcome opportunity for the OSS to raise its profile. 
However, the first meeting was almost the last, as Wolff barely survived an air 
attack on his car on the way home and his chauffeur was killed. Wolff then sent 
Dulles a scrap of his charred coat fabric as a sign that from now on they would 
no longer have to act against each other, but together - noted by Dulles 
approvingly as a sign of Wolff's "good humour" . 

The Allied Commander-in-Chief in the Mediterranean, Sir Harold Alexander, 
then prepared to send military negotiators to Switzerland®’ , a process that 
dutifully required a routine report to the other two Allies in London and 
Moscow°® . The British suggested inviting three Soviet representatives to the 
meeting, but this was rejected by the Joint Chiefs of Staff? . The US ambassador 
to Moscow, Harrimann, had also warned against involving Soviet officers in the 
negotiations: on the one hand, they would only make "disruptive demands" or 
even completely deter the Germans, on the other hand, this was a section of the 
front that only concerned the Western Allies, and on the Eastern Front, surrender 
talks would not be held with the participation of the Americans® . This was the 
official language. 

Difficulties arose from the fact that Wolff was unable to join forces with 
Kesselring as intended, as the latter was ordered to the Western Front on March 
11, 1945, where he replaced Rundstedt as Commander-in-Chief West; he did not 
return to Italy. Wolff dispelled Allied doubts about his leadership®! and offered 
to obtain Kesselring's permission to surrender and present this to his successor in 
Italy, Colonel General Heinrich v. Vieting- hoff-Scheel, as a fait accompli. The 
Allies overestimated Wolff's 


moderate element in Waffen SS combined with a measure of romanticism. He is prob- 
ably the most dynamic personality in Northern Italy and, next to Kesselring, the most 
powerful". 

5 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 10, 

1945. 

5 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise (n.d., 19657), p. 9. 

55 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 12. 

56 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise (n.d., 19657), p. 13. 

57 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 10, 
1945 and Memorandum for the President, March 12, 1945. 

>® William Casey, The Secret War against Hitler, Washington 1988, p. 202. 

59 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: The Russians, 
according to Dulles, could only be present at the signing in Caserta. 

60 Smith/Agarossi, Unternehmen "Sonnenaufgang" (as note 1), p. 135. Arthur Smith, 
Churchill's German Army. Die Anfange des Kalten Krieges 1943-1947, Bergisch Gladbach, 
1978, pp. 70 and 177. 

61 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for the President, March 13, 

1945. 
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Competencies considerable: without the Wehrmacht, capitulation was not 
possible® . 

However, the negotiations continued as planned. Despite the unresolved 
situation regarding the approval of the Wehrmacht leadership in Italy, American 
and British officials met with Wolff on March 19, 1945 near Ascona on Lake 
Maggiore, assisted by the Swiss intelligence service in the person of Max Waibel 
and his contact Husmann. The presence of the Chief of Intelligence of Allied 
Headquarters (AFHQ) in Caserta, the British Major General Terence S. Airey, 
and the US Major General Lyman Lemnitzer, Field Marshal Alexander's Deputy 
Chief of Staff, was decisive for the official character of the meeting. The 
conference took place in strict secrecy and, seven weeks before the end of the 
war, brought the opponents together for the first time with concrete intentions to 
end the conflict® . Details of the laying down of arms were discussed® . 

According to later correspondence and references in memoirs, not only was a 
verbal assurance given in Ascona that Wolff would be protected from 
prosecution, but a secret part of the negotiations was also discussed: possible 
German arms assistance on the part of the Western Allies in the Trieste area in 
order to contain the Soviet sphere of influence in Europe while they still had the 
military means to do so® . In the spring of 1945, the threat potential of the Soviet 
Union proved to be considerable for the Western Allies° , so that reinsurance 
considerations, also with the help of Italian and German units, appeared for the 
first time in the secret plans of Great Britain and the USA”. 

Concrete ideas circulated under the code name "Operation Unthink- able", but 
were finally discarded in June 1945 after a tense military phase in northern Italy® 
. Politically, a new campaign would have been un- 


62 Gerhard Schreiber, Das Ende des nordafrikanischen Feldagnen und der Krieg in Italien 
1943 bis 1945. In: Die Ostfront 1943/44. Der Krieg im Osten und an den 
Nebenfronten. Edited on behalf of the MGFA by Karl-Heinz Frieser, Munich 2007 (= Das 
Deutsche Reich und der Zweite Weltkrieg, 8), pp. 1100-1162, here: A detailed study by 
Schreyer on "Sunrise" and the end of the war is in progress. 

63 This was perceived as a sensation by everyone involved, according to Waibel, 1945 - 
Kapitula- tion (see note 1), p. 70. 

64 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, March 21, 1945. 

6 Looking back, the Joint Chiefs of Staff tried to conceal the true extent of the surrender 
efforts from Stalin in order to gain a better position around Trieste and Venezia-Giulia, 
according to the then staff officer G.A. Lincoln, but this was only partially successful 
due to the delayed negotiations and complications surrounding "Sunrise", cf. DCMLP, 
box 59, folder 10, letter G.A. Lincoln to Dulles, 27.12.1966. Lincoln had been asked by 
Dulles to comment on the anti-communist "ulterior motive" of Sunrise, since as a staff 
officer with the Joint Chiefs of Staff he had drawn up the drafts that went to Moscow. 

66 Smith, Churchill's German Army (see note 60), pp. 54-81, describes in detail the 
tensions and considerations of the British with regard to Sunrise. 

67 Gerhard Weinberg, A World in Arms. Die globale Geschichte des Zweiten Weltkriegs, 
Stuttgart 1995, pp. 770-783. Weinberg emphasizes, however, that the alliance lasted until the 
end. 

68 David Dilks, The bitter fruit of victory: Churchill and an Unthinkable Operation, 1945. 
In: The Second World War in 20th Century History. Oslo, 19th International Congress of 
Historical Sciences, August 11-12, 2000 (= Bulletin du Comité International d'histoire de la 
Deuxiéme guerre mondiale, 30/31 - 1999/2000), pp. 27-49. 
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The German troops would probably have been difficult to negotiate and would 
have amounted to an open confrontation. However, for a time in May 1945, it 
looked as if a new conflict was inevitable: contrary to what had been agreed, Tito's 
units marched directly towards Trieste, so that the 2nd New Zealand Division 
under Major General Bernhard Freyberg was greeted as liberators by remnants of 
the German defense troops in the port fortress on May 2, 1945, but the rest of the 
city was in Yugoslav hands and Freyberg's troops encountered strong resistance 
from the partisans everywhere® . 

The situation in the Istrian-Slovenian border area had developed differently than 
expected in Caserta in the final days of the war, with the subordination of the 
German units between Army Group C (Vietinghoff) and Army Group E (Löhr) 
being demarcated and the demarcation line now running along the Isonzo River. 
This meant that Trieste was territorially in the area of Army Group E, which 
expressly did not surrender” . However, a passage in the surrender agreement of 
Caserta stated that, in addition to the units of Army Group C, the armistice also 
applied to the Naval High Command Italy (M.O.K.), under whose command the 
port cities of Trieste, Pula and Fiume/Rijeka were located’! . The marines had 
orders to surrender only to the Western Allied units” , which illustrates their 
deployment in Trieste and the order to halt there. 

On 22 May 1945, the British Cabinet had discussed a further advance of the 
Red Army into Western Allied areas of interest in Austria and particularly 
emphasized the threat posed by Tito in the Trieste area; at this meeting, various 
scenarios for the defence of Northern Italy were played out from a possible attack 
date of 1 July 194573 . In the event of a conflict with Stalin over Trieste, eleven 
divisions would be needed” , but the British commander-in-chief Alexander had 
already pointed out on 11 May 1945 that the uninterrupted further deployment of 
his troops against the allied Yugoslavs was not feasible’° ; and the Americans 
also emphasized that a strike against Tito would not be possible without the use 
of the British troops. 


© Walzl, Kapitulationskonzepte (see note 27), p. 73. In the end, the city was mainly 
defended by naval flak and remnants of the 188th Mountain Division (recruits). 

ibid., p. 72. Carinthia also did not join the ceasefire, to the surprise of the Allies, 
referring to its subordination to HGr E. 

Deutsche Dienststelle für die Benachrichtigung der nächsten Angehörigen von Gefal- 
lenen der ehemaligen Deutschen Wehrmacht, Berlin (WASt), Bestand Marine, Bericht 
Kapitän zur See Paul Jasper zu den Kämpfen um Triest, 5.10.1953. Jasper testifies to 
the disarmament of Stabs M.O.K. on 23.5.1945. I would like to thank Dr. Carlo Gentile, 
Cologne, for this and the following reference. 

WASt, Marine inventory, report Captain-Lieutenant Weber, marked "Hako Trieste", 
17.12.1949. 

73 The National Archives London, formerly Public Record Office (TNA/PRO), PREM 
3/396/14, memorandum from Sir A Clark Kerr dated 25.5.1945, quoted in Dilks, The bit- ter 
fruit (see note 68), p. 39. It says here: "Britain and the USA would have full assis- 
tance from the Polish Armed Forces [General Anders' Forces in Italy] and could count 
upon the use of German manpower." Dirks admits that this formulation leaves room 
for the most diverse interpretations. For a new war, this time against the Soviet Union, 
according to British planning, "at least 10 German divisions should be mobilized as 
quickly as possible". Dilks, The bitter fruit (see note 68), p. 43. 

4 Alistair Horne, Macmillan 1894-1956, vol. 1 of the Official Biography, London 1988, 

S. 256. 

TNA/PRO, FO 1020/42, AFHQ (Alexander) to Combined Chiefs of Staff, 11.5.1945. Alex- 
ander feared that after years of positive propaganda and emphasis on the weaponry of 
the war, he would not be able to continue his work. 
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not to be able to provide any units” . Conversely, however, there is no doubt that 
in the event of a conflict with Stalin over Trieste, units of the approximately 
800,000 German soldiers of Army Group C would also be deployed against the 
'Bolshevists' with reference to ideologically unanimous war aims” , or as it is 
openly stated in a later order, "in order to assist any possible operations by 
AFHQ Forces in Austria against Yugoslavs"’® . 

In a speech in 1954, Churchill himself casually acknowledged this 
consideration of using German units against the Soviet Union to achieve local war 
aims”? . In his memoirs, he stated unequivocally: "There was indeed a threat of 
incalculable disaster if we kept faithfully to the agreements, while the Soviets, 
without paying the slightest attention to the promises they had made, grabbed 
what they could®® ." Although the possibility of a last-minute betrayal of the 
alliance fuelled by the East-West conflict has been discussed in research®! , it has 
always been rejected by those involved? . With the help of the German sources, 
it is 


brotherhood with Yugoslavia against the Nazis, it would probably be difficult to 
convince British soldiers to take action against Tito now, so that auxiliary 
constructions would have to be considered if an armed conflict over Trieste really did 
break out. Cf. Horne, Macmillan (see note 74), p. 256. 

76 Horne, Macmillan (see note 74), p. 260 and p. 267. 

77 Contemporary witnesses report on training and discussion of German participation, cf. 
interview with Ottfried Gerhardi, 13.5.2004, division adjutant with IR 80, 34th ID: 
Situation meeting of all commanders of the division on 7.5.1945, whether they should 
make themselves available to the Americans to fight the Russians. Armament and 
organization remained fully intact until the Americans transported everyone to Ghedi 
and disarmed them after the general armistice in Europe on 8 May. Cf. also written 
communication Wolfgang Wirth, 18.4.2004, radio operator with the Mountain Corps 
Intelligence Division 451/LI. Gebirgs-Armee-Korps: "Can I confirm that on May 2, 
1945 (Wednesday) [...] we had to hand over all weapons to the US Army, but each 
company could keep 30 weapons for possible defense against partisan attacks [...] We 
only had to hand over these thirty submachine guns on Whit Monday, May 21, 1945, almost 
three weeks later, when we marched to the tent camp on the former Ghedi airfield, 12 
km south of Brescia." 

78 NARA, RG 331, E 24 A, box 2, folder 31, SHAEF (G-3), Outgoing message, 17.5.1945. 
Army Group Eberle (probably meaning Army Group E) had requested that 150,000 
men, including 45,000 fully armed Cossacks, be transferred to the 12 US Army. They were 
given the status of "disarmed enemy forces", but remained on standby subject to further 
use. 

” Churchill said verbatim in his speech at Woodfort in 1954: "Even before the war had 
ended and while the Germans were surrendering by hundreds of thousands, and our 
streets were crowded with cheering people, I telegraphed to Lord Montgomery 
directing him to be careful in collecting the German arms, to stack them so that they 
could easily be is- sued again to the German soldiers whom we should have to work 
with if the Soviet ad- vance continued." (Robert James, Speeches of Winston Churchill, 
London 1974, speech 
"The Unity of the free Nations", held at Woodford, November 23, 1954, vol. 8, p. 8604). 

80 Winston S. Churchill, The Second World War, excerpts from the six-volume memoirs, 
with an epilogue on the post-war years, Bern, Munich 1954, p. 837. 

8! Smith, Churchill's German Army (see note 60), p. 25, discusses the hesitant 
disarmament and plans for further use in the British zone in northern Germany, but 
also mentions Churchill's telegram to Alexander not to disarm the Germans in northern 
Italy. 

82 Cf. the second volume of the memoirs of the British Chairman of the Allied Military 
Commission and official advisor to the British Supreme Commander, Harold Alexander 
in Italy, Harold Macmillan, The Blast of War, London 1967, p. 714. Macmillan was accused 
of having caused the deaths of the Cossack German aid workers. 
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It is now possible to confirm that "Operation Unthinkable" was a simulation 
game by the British military, but that German units actually appeared in it. 

This thesis is supported by the observation that parts of Army Group C were 
disarmed only hesitantly after May 2, 19455 , as the disarmament of the Italian 
partisans was considered a priority in order to prevent possible political revolts 
similar to those in Greece and the outbreak of civil war-like conditions in 
northern Italy* . In addition, the German troops were not emphatically informed 
of the entry into force of the surrender, as this was "a matter for Marshal Tito", as 
SHAFF stated% . This had not escaped the notice of the Soviet Allies, and General 
Antonov protested in a telegram to General Eisenhower that German troops on the 
southern front had continued to fight even after the capitulation had come into 
effect®® . 

On May 4, 1945, Army Group C was divided into three parts and placed 
under the command of Gen.d.Inf. Jordan?’ . Vietinghoff attached particular 
importance to ensuring that the German units remained as intact as possible, even 
as prisoners of war, and that the crews received positive training in line with the 
peace agreement with the Western Allies®® . Parts of Army Group E continued to 
fight against Yugoslav units for two more weeks, particularly in the hinterland of 
Trieste and at the Alpine crossings to Austria, with both sides suffering 
considerable losses’? . For example, troops of the 24th Waffen Mountain 
(Karstjaeger) Division 


troops by authorizing their extradition to the Soviet Union, which may shed a different 
light on his statement regarding his loyalty to Stalin. 

83 The Allied Headquarters report of May 4, 1945 confirms a strong Anglo-American 
interest in the Julian-Venetian area, even if it mentions that the disarmament of 
German troops had "begun locally" in the meantime. TNA/PRO, CAB 79/33, Joint 
Planning Staff, Report on Future of Allied Headquarters (in Italy), 4.5.1945. This leads 
to the reverse conclusion that there were zones in which German units were left with 
their weapons. 

84 Macmillan, The Blast (see note 82), p. 670. Likewise Macmillan in volume 3, Tides of For- 
tune, London 1969, p. 3. 

85 NARA, RG 331, E. 24 A, box 2, folder 31, SHAEF (G-3), Outgoing message, May 2, 1945. 
"Northern Yugoslavia: Acceptance of surrender is a matter for Marshal Tito, and SAC- 
MED should NOT send Forces in for that purpose". 

86 TNA/PRO, CAB 79/33, Minutes of meeting of the Chiefs of Staff Committee, 10.5.1945. 

87 The war diary of Army Group C of OB Siidwest has been lost since May 1945, but 
copies of orders have been preserved in other document collections. For the first time, 
it was possible to locate Vietinghoff's order to reorganize the units from 4.5.1945 in the 
SS and Police Files Italy in the Federal Archives (BArch), Ber- lin Lichterfelde, R 70 Italy, 
Vol. 7. 

88 BArch Berlin, R 70/7, Vietinghoff order of 4.5.1945. It stipulates that special attention 
is to be paid to maintaining the highest level of discipline through constant appeals and 
training. This is also confirmed by the statements of contemporary witnesses, cf. 
interview with Gerhardi (see note 77) and interview with Christoph Kolleth, 
19.8.2004, Ober- gefreiter beim Feldartillerieregiment 661/114th Jagerdivision in 
Italien. Written life report dated August 17, 2004, which states: In the Lana camp near 
Merano, "all the barracks were overcrowded with soldiers from all kinds of units, even 
sailors. We were divided into groups, platoons, companies and battalions, equipped for 
field marches, did regular duty, lots of theoretical lessons, mostly on the subject of the 
Soviet Union and communism. We were told that we were going together with the 
Allies against Russia." 

89 Walzl, Kapitulationskonzepte (see note 27), p. 74 f. For detailed information on the 
battles for Trieste, see Marina Cattaruzza, L'Italia e il confine orientale (1866-2006), Bologna 
2007, 

S. 283-312. 
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of the SS held the Predil Pass against partisans until May 12, 1945, in order to 
secure the retreat of the mass of Army Group E, which did not surrender until 
May 8% . German allied troops such as the Cossacks?! and the Hungarian Szent 
Läzlö Division? even continued to fight in the Austrian- Yugoslavian border region 
until the end of May or early June 1945% . It can be said with some justification 
that these battles contributed to finally averting the Yugoslav threat: On June 12, 
1945, the Yugoslav partisans were forced to evacuate Trieste and retreat behind 
the Morgan Line. Trieste was reorganized under the name 
"Free Territory of Trieste (FTT)" placed under Allied administration™ . 

However, the Reichsfiihrer SS knew nothing more about Wolff's negotiations 
in Switzerland and ordered him to Berlin on April 17, where he only succeeded 
with difficulty in dispelling Himmler's doubts about his loyalty®> . Miss- 


% According to the chronicle of the 24th Waffen-Gebirgs-(Karstjäger)-Division of the SS, p. 13. 
In: BArch Ber- lin, RS 7/v. 172: "At the formation to brig strength, i.e. 3 battalions, the teams 
consisted mainly of foreign volunteers, including South Tyroleans and Swiss At the 
disbandment in connection with the surrender, the foreign volunteers were discharged 
first, then the South Tyroleans and the Swiss. The final battle in remote firing points 
lasted until 12.5.1944." 

91 The Ic of the Pannwitz division staff, Erwein Karl Graf zu Eltz, writes in his memoirs of 
prolonged fighting in the Croatian-Slovenian border area until the retreat, under the 
protection of SS-Polizeiführer Globocnik, to Austria on 7.5.1945 to surrender to the 8th 
British Army. Army. Up to this date, the division had fought fierce battles with 
partisans around Podravina, including on May 5, 1945, see Erwein Karl Graf zu Eltz, 
Mit den Kosaken. Kriegstagebuch 1943-1945, Donau- eschingen 1970, pp. 218-222. 
The unit of Cossacks fighting in the German Wehrmacht (since Feb. 1945: XV Cossack 
Cavalry Corps) was handed over by the British to the Soviet Union or Yugoslav troops 
from June 1945 in accordance with the Allied agreement of Yalta. At the border with 
Croatia, there were terrible scenes and attacks by Yugoslav special units, especially on 
the women and children traveling with them. Most of them did not survive the summer 
or were interned for forced labor. The remaining officers were tried in the Soviet Union 
as "collaborators of the Germans", and the leaders, including the German General von 
Pannwitz, were hanged at the beginning of 1947. 

92 War Diary of the Pioneer Section of the Division 12.5.1945, quoted by Kornél Martin- 
Gabor Ugron, Fejezetek a Szent László hadosztály történetéből II. rész [Chapters from 
the History of the Szent László Division, T. 2]. In: Hadtörténeti Közlemények, 4 (1996), p. 
124. On May 14, German decorations were still being distributed in the division (ibid., 
diary of György Goór, battalion commander of the division, p. 125). I would like to 
thank Dr. Krisztian Ung- vary, Budapest, for this reference. 

°3 Bundesarchiv-Militärarchiv, Freiburg i.Br. (BArch), N 520 (Carl Schulze)/49, diary 
p. 175. "May 2, 1945 ceasefire in Italy; surrender to Alexander's troops followed in 
dignified form. The first German army groups had surrendered. We had no idea of all 
this and continued to fight. As already mentioned, Kübler had received orders to break 
out to the north on May Ist." Lieutenant Colonel Carl Schulze was regimental 
commander of the Res. 188 Geb.Jäg.Rgt. 137 of the 188 Geb.Division in the border area 
(Belluno). 

%4 Ralf Wörsdorfer, Krisenherd Adria 1915-1955, Paderborn 2004, from p. 522, provides an 
overview of the complex problems. 

95 Cf. the account of Wolff in his Nuremberg interrogations (cf. IfZ, ZS 317, vol. 3, 
Interrogation Wolff, Feb. 26, 1947) and in the OSS reports (NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, 
Reports from April 1, April 18, April 25, 1945). In the meantime, it has been possible to verify 
Wolff's meeting with Kaltenbrunner, Harster and Schellenberg in other SS interrogation 
reports, even if there is a problem with the date, see TNA/PRO, WO 208/4478, Interrogation 
Report Arthur Scheidler, 11.7.1945. Scheidler was Kaltenbrunner's adjutant. 
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He was also met with mistrust from the SS leadership: Schellenberg and 
Kaltenbrunner in particular had recognized Wolff's intentions, but were silenced by 
Wolff because of their own efforts to achieve a separate peace in Switzerland” . 
Himmler forbade Wolff from traveling to Switzerland and blatantly threatened 
him, saying that he had placed Wolff's family in Bolzano "under special 
protection" . The "clan detention" frequently practiced by the SS, especially 
against the families of the perpetrators of July 20, was one of Himmler's most 
effective blackmail mechanisms. The negotiations then threatened to fail due to 
the nervous strain on the German negotiating partner, as Wolff fell into a state of 
deep mental and physical exhaustion?® . This was the final turning point in 
Wolff's highly ideologized SS world view: he finally took his concern for his 
family as an opportunity to break away from Himmler” and subsequently push 
ahead with the ceasefire all the more energetically. Dulles assured Wolff that he 
would take care of his family after the surrender if he could not take care of 
them himself!®. 

Wolff undoubtedly changed fronts in March 1945, betraying his government and 
making himself guilty of high treason by handing over military maps!°! . From 
his point of view, however, he did not give up the fight for Germany, because the 
ideological construct remained the same for him in that he planned to continue to 
make his troops available to fight against the containment of communism. Later 
statements by Wolff provide evidence of such a mental construct. Before the jury 
court in 1949, for example, he emphasized that a conversation with Hitler on 
February 6, 1945 had been the deciding factor!” and convinced him that, firstly, 
the war was lost and that no more miracle weapons were available. 


brunner. He describes a conversation in Rudolstein in March 1945, according to which 
Kaltenbrunner and he himself were present, as well as Wolff, Harster, Schellenberg, 
Steimle and Paeffgen (I thank Stephen Tyas, London, for this reference). This version 
was also confirmed by Schellenberg in his interrogations, preserved in DCMLP, 
Dulles Papers, MC 019/74, 16, Statement by Schellenberg on Wolff. 

°6 Wolff received a telegram from Kaltenbrunner with the unmistakable request to 
withdraw immediately from the Swiss contacts so as not to disrupt his own capitulation 
intentions, see NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: 
S. 18. 

97 Casey, The Secret War (see note 58), p. 203. 

°8 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 47. 

°° This is also supported by Wolff's reaction to a telegram from Himmler, which forbade 
further contacts and was sensibly sent to him in Switzerland. The reaction can be 
found at Dulles under NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise 
(undated), p. 15; also NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise 
(undated), 76 pages, here: S. 49. 

100 In addition to the measures immediately following the armistice, such as the transfer of 
Ingeborg Wolff and the children from the internment camp in Verona back to their last 
place of residence in Gmunden, Austria, Dulles and his circle also promoted the 
vocational training of the Wolff children. Gero v. Gaevernitz in particular made great 
efforts. Wolff's daughter Ingrid, the child of his wife Ingeborg's first marriage, advised 
Gaevernitz to apply for a scholarship from his brother-in-law Stinnes. She received the 
scholarship and studied philosophy in Vienna before marrying in the USA. Telephone 
information from Widukind Wolff, 4.3.2008. 

101 The military maps led directly to the bombing of Vietinghoff's main headquarters in 
Recoaro on "Fiihrer's birthday" on April 20, 1945. Copies of the maps can be found in 
the Swiss files under EBB, E 5795, vol. 332. 

102 Telford Taylor Papers, Columbia University, Diamond Law School, New York (TTP), 5-4- 
3-38, Judgement re Karl Wolff, June 3, 1949, p. 30. 
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and, secondly, that Hitler himself was prepared to conclude a separate peace!” . 
No German documents have survived about such a conversation!” , and in view 
of the militarily and diplomatically isolated situation of the Reich and Hitler's 
last decrees of spring 1945, doubts about this alleged meeting seem justified!® . 
However, the individual factor of such a construction of Hitler's personal 
permission should not be underestimated: It may have been crucial for Wolff's 
motivation to surrender to be certain of Hitler's explicit legitimization in order to 
justify his actions to himself and his comrades, both during the negotiations and 
after the war. 

As a sign of his loyalty to his new "business partners"!% , Wolff agreed to 
establish direct radio contact between himself and the Allies after travel to 
Switzerland had become risky. On April 13, 1945, the Americans smuggled the 
Czech OSS radio operator Vaclav Hradecky, known as "Little Wally", into the SD 
headquarters in May 1945 with the help of the Swiss intelligence service; the US 
radio operator was later placed in Wolff's antechamber at the SS headquarters in 
Bolzano!” . As a sign of his personal esteem for Dulles, Wolff had a handwritten 
letter delivered in which Wolff warmly condoled with Roosevelt's death and 
evoked the historic mission and friendship between Dulles and Wolff as well as 
their responsibility for saving Europe!® . 

In order not to lose credibility before the Allies, Wolff assured them, also on 
behalf of Vietinghoff, that they would act alone if necessary and effectively 
prevent disruptions in northern Italy!® . However, both Lemnitzer and Airey 
were skeptical as to whether Wolff would really act or whether he was perhaps just 
following his government's order to bring about a break between the Western 
Allies and the Soviets!!® . Churchill and the American government also remained 
skeptical: they considered Dulle's "adventure" to be worthless, as "the German 
commander-in-chief did not honestly intend to lay down his arms"!!! . 


103 IfZ, ZS 317, Bd 4, Interrogation Wolff, 1.12.1947. Wolff claims there that he was last with 
Hitler on 6.2.1945 and discussed possible options for talks and peace feelers to the 
West. 

The meeting is, however, mentioned in the first American report on Wolff's talks in 

Switzerland, see NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary 

of State, March 10, 1945. 

105 Hitler's adjutant Günsche stated in a later witness hearing that Wolff was no longer with 
the "Führer" in 1945, and if this was supposed to have happened without his 
knowledge, then there had certainly been no talk of intentions to surrender on the 
southern front, because otherwise "Wolff would not have left Berlin alive". Cf. BArch 
Ludwigsburg (previously: Zentrale Stelle zur Aufarbeitung nationalsozialistischer Ge- 
waltverbrechen, ZSL), criminal proceedings against Karl Wolff, B 162/5033, interrogation of 
witness Otto Günsche, 10.1.1963. 

106 Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (see note 2), p. 463. 

107 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 34. 

108 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, box 59, folder 9, letter of condolence from Wolff on 

Roosevelt's death (handwritten) to Dulles, April 15, 1945. 

109 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, April 4, 1945. 

110 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here p. 33. Of 

course it was understandable that it would be easier for Wolff to act relatively unnoticed 

on the southern front under cover of the expected chaos, but now it was no longer 
possible to wait. 

111 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 42. 
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Donovan emphasized to the US Secretary of State that Wolff needed a 
witness in order to be able to bear the great risk to which he was exposed by 
Himmler's threats!!? . There is no evidence in the files that Dulles made any 
concrete promises of immunity to Wolff, but it is not unlikely that a verbal 
agreement was made. From the outset, Wolff was surrounded by the aura that he 
enjoyed de facto immunity from prosecution, as interrogations of German 
officers by the British in the summer of 1945 prove; in SS circles in particular, 
this was considered an "open secret"!!3 , and Wolff repeatedly boasted about it to 
comrades when asked!!#. 

In fact, the OSS urgently needed a success story, as the American activities in 
Switzerland were in danger of failing politically. The Soviet Union demanded 
that the negotiations be broken off immediately. Molotov used strong words to 
explain what he thought of the Western powers negotiating with the Germans 
behind his back in order to spare the lives of their own soldiers, "while the Soviet 
Union bore the brunt of the war"!!5 . The threat of political entanglements in the 
alliance led to an official ban on further negotiations on April 20!!6 . However, 
after consulting with Donovan!!’ , Dulles decided to ignore the order!!® : he would 
continue to negotiate while Donovan lobbied Washington for official 
authorization!!?”.. Despite the ban on negotiations, Dulles placed his trust in an SS 
general, which was not without danger in view of his further career 
advancement. It would have been conceivable to accuse him of misconduct, 
which for an official in his prominent position included accusations of political 
unreliability. 

As Wolff and the German negotiators Schweinitz and Wenner were already 
on their way to Lucerne with written powers of attorney, there was nothing left 
to do but buy time. Major Waibel brought the German guests in his 


112 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for Secretary of State, April 4, 1945. 

113 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, Voluntary Statement of Heinrich Andergassen, 21.2.1946. Hein- rich 

Andergassen, SS-Untersturmführer in Palazzo Pistoia, Wolff's headquarters in Bozen, 

stated on the record in 1946 that it was "an open secret there that Wolff had negotiated 

with the Americans as an addendum to the surrender negotiations that attacks on the 

Italian civilian population by the security police would not be investigated by a court 

martial." 

DCN, Donovan Collection, recording of an intercepted conversation between Wolff 

and General Klaps, who had previously refused to testify, dated May 21, 1945, p. 6. 

"[A]ll the promises which Field Marshal Alexander and Dulles made to me have not 

only been carried out, but they have done far more than they needed, and far more than 

I expected, in the spirit of gentlemanly fair play." 

115 Smith/A garossi, Unternehmen "Sonnenaufgang" (see note 1), p. 160. 

116 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum for the Director of Strategic Services 
from Joint Chiefs of Staff, April 20, 1945. According to an order issued by the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff on April 20, all lines of communication were to be cut because "the entanglements 
with the Russians resulting from the contacts posed too great a risk within the 
Alliance". 

117 This version is all the more likely as Donovan was traveling in Europe and Dulles was 
therefore able to contact him directly. He mentions the meeting with Donovan in Paris 
in his memoirs, see Dulles/Schulze-Gaevernitz, Unternehmen "Sunrise" (see note 1), p. 
178. Likewise Casey, The Secret War (see note 58), p. 204. 

118 Dulles ignored all external influences that interfered with his negotiations with Wolff, 
see Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (see note 2), p. 463. 

119 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Notes Dulles on Sunrise (n.d., 19652), p. 15. 
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Dohrenbach estate near Lucerne at! . After discussions with the parliamentarians 
v. Schweinitz and Wenner by Gaevernitz, Dulles was certain and reported to 
Washington that the surrender was now finally imminent’?! . Even if there was 
not to be an immediate laying down of arms, the signing of the surrender by 
Wolff and Schweinitz would not fail to have its "heal- ing effect on German 
morale", according to Dulles. In view of the overwhelming strategic advantages, 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff resumed preparations for the surrender and gave the go- 
ahead on April 23, 1945!? . On April 27, the news arrived that the German 
negotiators were expected in Caserta, for which Soviet observers had been 
invited! . While the representatives left for southern Italy by plane via 
Annemasse and Lyon the next day, Wolff returned to his headquarters in 
Bolzano under adventurous circumstances. Wolff's presence at the German 
headquarters was intended to ensure that the armistice was carried out properly 
and to prevent uncontrolled flooding of units back across Swiss territory and 
industrial disruption. As it seemed unclear whether there would be any further 
talks, Wolff had left precise details with Husmann for Dulles as to which South 
Tyrolean castles contained SS looted property, especially the paintings from the 
Uffizi and Palazzo Pitti!** . Wolff was thus once again able to distinguish himself 
as a gentleman and underline his credibility. 


The OSS went to great lengths to ensure the safe return of the key SS figure. 
When Wolff fell into a partisan ambush shortly after crossing the border into 
northern Italy and was detained in Villa Locatelli on Lake Como, he was rescued 
with the help of the Swiss intelligence service and an OSS intermediary from Lugano, 
who used his contacts to the local partisan leaders. He was taken back to 
Switzerland in a Swiss border police car and finally reached his headquarters in 
Bolzano via Feldkirch/Vorarlberg!*> . 

Now he had to carry out the treason. Wolff informed in Bolzano on 
April 28, 1945 at two o'clock in the morning to the assembled German military 
leaders in Italy (Vietinghoff, Röttiger, Rahn, Hofer), revealed the status of the 
previous talks with Dulles and made the hopelessness of the situation clear!”¢ . 
However, Gauleiter Hofer in particular was not open to arguments!”’ , as his Uto- 


120 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Charles S. Cheston to Joint Chiefs of Staff, April 
24, 1945. 

121 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Charles S. Cheston to Joint Chiefs of Staff, April 
25, 1945. 

122 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 44. 

123 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for the President, April 28, 1945. 

124 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 53. 

125 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Charles S. Cheston for the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, April 27, 1945, cf. the descriptions in Theil, Kampf (see note 1), p. 326; 
Waibel, 1945 - Kapitulation (see note 1), pp. 129, Dulles/Schulze-Gaevernitz, Unternehmen 
"Sun- rise" (as note 1), p. 224, as well as in Smith/Agarossi, Unternehmen 
"Sonnenaufgang" (as note 1), pp. 217-220. and Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (as note 
2), pp. 464 f. 

12 EBB, E 27, 9540, vol. 3, report on the conclusion of the surrender negotiations, Karl 

Wolff, May 15, 1945. 

Hofer was considered difficult and had already attracted attention for his fickleness. 

Wolff suspected him of setting up werewolf formations in the Tyrolean Alps and of 

planning to join the Nazi resistance as a partisan leader after the armistice. 
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pie - the continued existence of a politically independent South Tyrol under his 
leadership”?! - was flatly rejected by the Allies. 

Now Hofer no longer wanted to hear of an armistice and reported Wolff and 
Vietinghoff to the next higher authority, the commander-in-chief for southern 
Europe, Albert Kesselring. Under the pressure of the military defeat, Kesselring 
was caught up in his own military notions of honor and was unable to accept the 
consequences of an independent decision to capitulate, as he feared reprisals 
from the SS and did not want to be considered a traitor himself. On the morning 
of April 30, 1945, he had the Wehrmacht leadership in Italy, Vietinghoff and his 
Chief of Staff R6ttiger, relieved of their posts with immediate effect and 
appointed General Friedrich Schulz and his Chief of Staff Wentzell as his 
successors. He transferred the Wolff case to Kaltenbrunner for "settlement". The 
Allied front advanced inexorably, advance troops were already on the march to 
Innsbruck!” . 

Meanwhile, on April 29, 1945, the unsuspecting German plenipotentiaries 

Viktor von Schweinitz (as representative of the Commander-in-Chief of Army 

Group C) and Eugen Wenner (as representative of the SS in Italy) signed the 
capitulation agreements in Caserta. Schweinitz had courageously exceeded his 
authority in recognizing the de facto impossibility of conditions, as Vietinghoff 

had expressly instructed him to negotiate but not to sign. When the OSS reported 
the completion of its mission to Washington with satisfaction and emphasized 
the important role of its own departments in this!*° , coup-like clashes broke out 
in Bolzano during the implementation of the armistice, which came as a surprise 
to most officers, while at the same time an Allied bombing raid threatened the 
headquarters'®! . The negotiators who returned to Bolzano found themselves in a 
completely new situation on May 1, 1945, in which the command situation 
changed hourly at times, before the surrender was accepted and the order could 
be radioed to Caserta!*? . As before, the group around the new commander-in- 
chief Schulz refused to take responsibility for the laying down of arms without 
the approval of the Wehrmacht command staff in the OKW, although they were 
in fundamental agreement with Wolff and Röttiger about the futility of further 
fighting. Kesselring's consent was obtained in a lengthy telephone 
conversation!* , which was really only about building an argumentative bridge 
for him and subsequently covering up the action, especially as Hitler's death had 
been reported and Kesselring felt relieved of his "Führer's oath" 


to retreat to some alpine valley. Cf. NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 
76 pages, here: S. 49. 

128 Steinacher, Südtirol (see note 27), p. 22. 

12 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here: S. 62. 

130 NARA, RG 226, E. 192, box 1, Memorandum Donovan for the Joint Chiefs of Staff, May 2, 
1945. 

131 NARA, RG 226, E. 190 c, box 8, Report OSS on Sunrise, 76 pages, here p. 60: However, Wolff 
managed to successfully request an end to the bombing of his headquarters via the 
OSS radio operator Wally. 

132 BArch, MSg 2/8089, diary of Fritz Pfrommer, war diary clerk at the South-West OB, 
about the arrests and coup attempts at the OBSW HQ in Bolzano, April 29 to May 2, 
1945. 

133 Casey, The Secret War (see note 58), p. 215. 
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could!34 . At 12 noon on May 1, 1945, the armistice was accepted, and from May 
2 the agreements came into force everywhere on the southern front; they 
accelerated the overall surrender of the Reich on May 8. 

In the first few days, there seems to have been a certain lack of clarity as to 
how Karl Wolff and his staff in Bolzano were to be dealt with, and there were 
indeed attempts by the OSS to prevent the arrest of Wolff and his family! . 
However, after articles appeared in the US soldier press about the self-deprecating 
behavior of some SS leaders in Bolzano who, in a reversal of reality, issued passes 
and assigned quarters to the approaching Americans on Wolff's behalf!3° , Wolff 
was arrested'3’ , under the assurance that it was only a tactical measure!*® . 
However, Wolff had been under the illusion that he would be rewarded 
immediately for his surrender services and would not even have to go into 
captivity and therefore immediately complained about his arrest!3° . His special 
status was obvious to his comrades, as Wolff enjoyed more favorable prison 
conditions and rations from day one of his captivity and was allowed to continue 
wearing his full uniform (including side arms), albeit without the SS insignia!“ . 


II. Immunity in Nuremberg: Dulles protects Wolff from prosecution 


The observation that the Highest SS and Police Leader in Italy, Karl Wolff, 
escaped prosecution, while the former commander-in-chief of the Wehrmacht in 
Italy, Kesselring, was sentenced to death by a British military court and only 
pardoned in 1952'4! , raises the question of which circles could have been interested in 
Wolff's protection and how it was possible to obtain incriminating material without 
being prosecuted. 


134 Vietinghoff sheds light on Kesselring's reservation regarding the oath in his 
correspondence on the capitulation, see BArch, N 574, letter Vietinghoff to 
Montanelli, 2.2.1951. 

135 NARA, RG 226, E. 139, B. 60, F. 553, Nicholson to Dulles (Bern), May 27, 1945. 

136 BArch, N Schweinitz in Msg 1/4135, The Stars and Stripes Mediterranean, 18.5.1945, "Did we 
beat the Nazis out or Not? You couldn't tell at Bolzano", by Sgt. Stan Swinton. 

137 On his birthday on May 13, 1945, Wolff was arrested by soldiers of the 88th US 

Division at his headquarters in Bolzano and taken to the Cinecitta interrogation camp 

near Rome. 

Dulles' inquiry to Lemnitzer as to whether this was a purely formal, short-term 

detention of Wolff was met with the reply that Wolff's detention gave the Allies the 

opportunity to nip any criticism of preferential treatment of the general in the bud, see 

NARA, RG 226, E. 190 C, B. 9, Dulles Files, Re: Sunrise - Lemnitzer, letter Lemnitzer to 

Dulles, June 1, 1945. 

139 Wolff immediately complained to Dulles about the arrest and was nicknamed "Critic" in 
American reports. Cf. DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 10, letter George L. Walker, G 2 
88th Infantry Division, to Dulles, 14.1.1967. Walker describes in detail the arrest of the 
astonished Wolff, which was accompanied by curses from Mrs. Wolff. 

140 NARA, RG 319, IRR Personal Name Files, B. 423, File: Karl Wolff XO 8288. E.J. Carson, 
(CIC special agent, Miesbach, Germany) an Officer in Charge, "Wolff, Karl". 

141 Kerstin von Lingen, Kesselring's last battle. War crimes trials, politics of the past, 
rearmament. The Kesselring case, Paderborn 2004, pp. 104-114. 
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to be taken into account. Through the intervention of senior US intelligence 
officers, employees of the American prosecution authority in Nuremberg and the 
American military government were directly influenced and British authorities 
were also persuaded to abandon the prosecution of Karl Wolff. 

Various interest groups in London as well as in Washington not only worked 
against each other within their departments, particularly within the OSS, but also 
allied themselves beyond their areas of competence in order to achieve their own 
goals. There was a veritable circle of friends of those involved in "Sunrise" who 
campaigned for Wolff!” . Dulles, his close Bernese associate Gero von Schulze- 
Gaevernitz and the military negotiators, US General Lyman Lemnitzer and 
British General Terence Airey, formed the center of the efforts to protect Wolff. 
It is clear from Dulles! private correspondence that anti-communist motives also 
played a role!# . Wolff was protected and appreciated, while at the same time 
Dulles showed little sympathy for other SS officers in the Sunrise Group!“ . 

Three phases can be identified in which Dulles exercised protection for Wolff: 
firstly, the "interrogation phase" up to Wolff's extradition to Nuremberg in 1946, 
secondly, Wolff's statements in Nuremberg and the attempt to have Karl Wolff 
declared incompetent to stand trial, and thirdly, the advocacy of the Allied 
"Sunrise" participants for Wolff in his denazification trial from the fall of 1947 
to 1948. Wolff himself violated the agreement with his helpers through his own 
strategy, which varied from refusing to testify and cooperating with the 
interrogation officers to explicitly demanding that the alleged promises be kept, 
thereby disrupting their strategy. Nevertheless, he was not dropped, which points 
to an overriding political motive, as will be discussed later. 


142 There is clear evidence that the negotiations were motivated by a sense of togetherness: 


Dulles recommended exploiting the personal contacts that had arisen during the "Sun- 
rise" negotiations in Wolffs favor and, for example, persuading Field Marshal 
Alexander to stand up for Wolff. Alexander, on the other hand, was later to exert direct 
influence in the Foreign Office when it came to Wolff's denazification, thus elevating 
the case to a political level. It can therefore not be said that only a handful of American 
officers were privately interested in Wolff's case, as Dulles himself liked to trivialize 
(DCMLP, Dulles Papers, B. 59, F. 9, Dulles to Gaevernitz, 9.2.1948). 

Dulles emphasized in correspondence that the atmosphere of the Cold War, in which 
ideological criticism between East and West was increasingly blunt, justified the 
protection of the SS general, see DCMLP, Dulles Papers, B. 59, F. 9, Dulles to 
Gaevernitz, 9.2.1948. "It is one thing for Wolff to be tried by American or British 
justice but to have him turned over to the Czechs or by them to the Russians would be 
unconscionable." 

Dulles on Dollmannn: "I seized him up as a slippery SS fellow, who was more intelli- 
gent than most and realized that the game was up. What consideration he deserves for 
the part he played in the surrender is for others to judge." DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 
019/38, 10 (correspondence with L. Lemnitzer), letter Dulles to Lemnitzer, 25.11.1946. 
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1. The interrogation and preparation phase 


In the summer of 1945, the will to punish war criminals severely was clearly 
recognizable among both the British and American prosecuting authorities! . An 
analysis of the preparations for the trial and the specific difficulties in the Wolff 
case show the procedural obstacles that stood in the way of a trial against Wolff 
and the opportunities this offered Allen Dulles to intervene. 

A list of Allied planning staff circulated for the preparations for the first 
Nuremberg war crimes trial'* , on which Kesselring and Wolff were listed as 
"major war criminals"'*? . While Kesselring's status as a major war criminal was 
later toned down, Allied officers were certain that Wolffs SS and police 
responsibilities and his high rank indicated that he would be a likely candidate for 
trial at Nuremberg, but certainly a defendant in one of the planned follow-up 
trials'*8 . If Kesselring and Wolff were not tried in Nuremberg, they would have 
to stand trial before the newly established British military tribunals in Italy'? . 
The British military courts had the task of holding the top military leadership in 
Italy to account. The conviction of the commanders-in-chief was in turn the 
prerequisite for the Italian trial program to punish the perpetrators!*° . 

The British planned two major trials for war crimes in Italy, partly in order to 
calm the difficult domestic political situation, as Italy was under bri- 


'45 National Socialism on trial. The allied trials against war criminals and soldiers 1943- 
1952. Ed. by Gerd R. Ueberschär, Frankfurt a.M. 1999; Frank M. Bu- scher, Bestrafen 
und Erziehen. "Nuremberg" and the war crimes program of the USA. In: Transnational 
Politics of the Past. Dealing with German war criminals in Europe after the Second 
World War. Edited by Norbert Frei, Göttingen 2006, pp. 94-139. 

146 TNA/PRO, WO 219/3585, UNWCC, C. 135, 16.7.1945. Wolff appears as No. 346 on 
List 7 (UN War Crimes Commission's list of accused persons detained by the Allied 
Forces HQ, Mediterranean theater), an apparently mainly formal list of officials of the 
last phase. 

eal TNA/PRO. WO 310/123, list of war criminals, signed Isham, 9.7.1945. 

148 Captain King, who was a member of the commission, openly expressed his doubts when 
he reported to London: "There is a possibility that Wolff may eventually be labelled 
‘major', but I gather it is unlikely." TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, handwritten letter from King to 
Passingham, 14.8.1945. 

14 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, Letter Bradshaw, War Office, to Passingham, 17.8.1945, and TNA/ 
PRO, WO 310/123, JAG to CMF, War crimes, 8.12.1945. "Wolff should be charged with a 
war crime in respect of any atrocity committed by the SS if any evidence can be 
adduced to show that he acquiesced in the action taken by his subordinates or ordered 
such actions to be taken." 

150 Kerstin von Lingen, Construction of War Memory: The Trial of Field Marshal Albert 

Kesselring before a British Military Court in Venice (1947) and the Image of the War 
in Italy. In: MGZ, 59 (2000), pp. 435-450; Kerstin von Lingen, 
".. when we line up for the last battle in Italy". The construction of wartime 
redemption using the example of the war crimes trial against Albert Kesselring. In: 
First World War - Second World War. A comparison. Edited on behalf of the MGFA by Bruno 
Thoß and Hans-Erich Volkmann, Paderborn 2002, pp. 687-709. 
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military administration'>! . The focus of the first trial was to be the massacre in 
the Fosse Ardeatine near Rome, in which 335 Italians were shot as atonement for 
an assassination attempt on a German police company on March 24, 1944!52? . The 
planned second trial would be directed against the highest German officers of 
Wehrmacht'*? and SS units!“ at corps and division level whose troops were 
involved in war crimes against the Italian civilian population. Kesselring!®> and 
Wolff!5° were to stand trial in both trials!*” . 

But there were difficulties in the actual preparations for the trial against 
Wolff, because the evidence was difficult'>* and the requirement from London 
was that trials should only be opened in which a conviction could be secured'? . 
The interrogations had revealed nothing of value! , and Wolff had of course 


15! TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, JAG an CMF, War crimes, 8.12.1945. "As one of the primary ob- 
jects of this trial is presumably to benefit Anglo-Italian relations by the effect it will 
have on Italian public opinion." 

152 TNA/PRO, WO 311/28, accompanying letter from GHQ CMF to War Office on the report 
"German re- prisals on Partisan activity", title: "Trial of Minor War Criminals’, 5.10.1945. 

153 Apart from them, the entire German leadership corps in Italy was to be put in the dock. 
The long list of possible defendants was impressive, but formal. For example, it was 
calculated from the outset that Colonel General Heinrich v. Vieting-Hoff-Scheel would 
be acquitted because: "the record of his army is better". In detail it was about: "Lt. 
General Joachim Lemelsen (Commander of 14" Army), General Heinrich von Vietinghoff- 
Scheel (Commander of 10* Army), Lt. General Alfred Schlemm (Commander of the 1 
Para. Corps), Lt. General Traugott Herr (Commander of the LX XVI Panzer Corps), Lt. 
General Paul Conradt (Commander of Division Hermann Göring), General Richard 
Heidrich (Commander of the 1 Para. Corps) and Lt. General of Waffen-SS; Max Simon 
(till Oct. 1944 Commander of 16™ SS-Panzer Grenadier Division)". 

154 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, telegram, April 21, 1946 and letter from Halse to JAG CMF, May 

7, 1946. 

The British military prosecutor Halse suggested limiting himself to individual charges 
where the evidence was clearer and including a maximum of three to four assaults 
against the civilian population per police zone in the indictment. Other SS leaders, 
such as Eugen Dollmann, Eugen Wenner and Guido Zimmer, who had also 
participated in the surrender, as well as Tensfeld, Bürger and Brunner, were also to be 
brought before the courts (see TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, note from JAG to HQ CMF, 
10.9.1946). 

155 On Kesselring's responsibility, see Kerstin von Lingen, Soldat bis zum letzten Tag? 
Field Marshal Albert Kesselring. In: Careers under National Socialism. Functional 
elites between participation and distance. Edited by Gerhard Hirschfeld and Tobias 
Jersak, Frankfurt a.M. 2004, pp. 205-224, here: pp. 214 and 221. 

156 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, handwritten letter from King to Passingham, 14.8.1945. 

157 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, telegram GHQ to JAG London, Jan. 10, 1947; TNA/PRO, WO, 
310/129, Special trial instructions, 7.2.1947. 

158 The investigators had already pointed this out in October 1945, see TNA/PRO, WO 
311/28, Report 5.10.1945, p. 31. 

159 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, letter from Napier, War Crimes Commission CMF to War 
Office, 9.4.1946. "We strongly recommend that these trials should not be opened until 
we are sure that we can convict as many of the accused as possible. Otherwise all our 
efforts will have been in vain." The technical term is "prima facie case". 

160 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, Statement of SS-Sturmbannführer Heinrich Andergassen, 
21.2.1946. SS-Sturmbannführer Heinrich Andergassen, himself already sentenced to death as 
a Gestapo torturer in Bolzano, made usable statements against the SS leadership in 
Bolzano, but Wolff was not among them. He emphasized that he wanted to help bring his 
superiors to justice: "Harster, Kranebitter, Brunner and Thyrolf and many others are the 
main culprits and bear full responsibility for their actions. These men wanted the 
agonizing death of the Allied prisoners at the headquarters in Bolzano and in other 
Italian cities, and the death of Italian civilians." 
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not incriminated himself'®! . Written evidence was completely lacking: the war 
diaries of Army Group C have been lost since the war, and even though the 
private notebook of his chief of staff Harro With has been preserved from 
Wolff's office!” , none of the entries found there were sufficient!% to provide 
direct evidence of a connection between Wolff and the massacres of civilians 
committed by the SS!“ . Wehrmacht and SS witnesses had always blamed each 
other for the massacres of civilians!® . Conversely, there were SS witnesses who 
deliberately made false confessions. In doing so, the interrogated SS leader took 
all responsibility for decisions that had undoubtedly been made between Wolff and 
his division commanders!® . The conviction and execution of the alleged 
perpetrator gave the SS leaders in Italy the opportunity to escape unpunished. The 
military prosecutor's office in London was by no means sure whether Wolff 
would even be brought before a British court under these circumstances!‘’ and 
recommended that he be transferred to the Americans in Nuremberg!® . 

Dulles himself left Switzerland in the summer of 1945 and from October 
became head of the OSS Mission for Germany, which was to select capable 
Germans for reconstruction work in Biebrich near Wiesbaden under the code 
word "crown jewels", who were to be placed in key positions in cooperation with 
the Americans!‘ . From there, Dulles was able to optimally coordinate the protection of 
Karl Wolff, 


161 Wolffs British interrogators noted in exasperation: "He only confirmed information 
after lengthy discussions in which we had to convince him that we had the original 
orders in our hands anyway and knew so much about all this that there was no point in 
constantly evading us." TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, Memoran- dum JAG, 13.1.1946, p. 7; 
TNA/PRO, WO 311/28, Report 5.10.1945, p. 22. 

162 BArch Berlin, R 70/Italy/3, private office file of Harro With's SS-Führungsstab Italy, Aug. 
1944-May 1945. 

163 TNA/PRO, WO 311/28, Report 5.10.1945, p. 10. The British investigators were unable 
to establish "that the orders placed special responsibility for reprisals on the SS." 

164 TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, Statement of SS-Obersturmbannführer Erwin Baumann, 
10.5.1946. Wolff's personal secretary, Heinz Joachim Richnow, who had served with the 16th 
SS-Panzer-Grenadier-Division from January 1944, which had been involved in war 
crimes, emphasized that the SS divisions had received the orders directly from 
Himmler. TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, Statement of SS-Obersturmfiihrer Heinz Joachim 
Richnow, 17.7.1946. 

165 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, Memorandum JAG, 13.1.1946, p. 7; TNA/PRO, WO 311/28, Re- 
port, p. 22. With emphasized that Wolff was completely subordinate to Kesselring in 
the matter of fighting the partisans, to which Kesselring's First Commanding Officer (I 
a), Colonel Dietrich Beelitz, directly contradicted in the interrogation. 

166 Cf. the case of SS-Sturmbannführer August Schiffer, head of the Gestapo in Bolzano. "He 
wanted a clean exit and for that reason did not mention who gave him the orders. He 
said that later or sometime, it will be spoken about by those left behind, and they can 
say ‘Schiffer was a real guy'." In: TNA/PRO, WO, 310/123, Statement of SS-Sturmbannführer 
Heinrich Andergassen, February 21, 1946. Schiffer was sentenced to death by an 
American military court in 1946 and executed immediately afterwards, see Steinacher, 
Stidtirol (see note 27), p. 267. 

167 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, Memorandum, Halse to War Crimes Group, Caserta, Major 
Mc- Kee, 1.1.1947. Halse formulated "It seems extremely unlikely that Wolff will ever 
be brought to trial, unless the Italians submit another extradition request against Wolff." 
Also TNA/PRO, WO 310/123, telegram from Nuremberg to JAG CMF, 22.5.1946 and reply 
telegram, 23.5.1946, enclosures: evidence. 

168 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, JAG to War Crimes Group South East Europe, 19.2.1948. 

169 Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (see note 2), p. 477. 
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because the OSS had evidence of Wolff's involvement in war crimes! . However, it 
was the rule that OSS reports were not available to the investigating authorities 
for the preparation of the war crimes trials!”! . In the internal final report of the 
OSS, Colonel Russell B. Livermore, a friend of Dulles, also formulated a version that 
contained a recommendation for non-prosecution and was binding for all OSS 
departments!”* . Although he mentioned the SS war crimes in Italy and the 
murder of OSS agents at Wolff's headquarters in Bolzano!” , he carried on the 
dictum formulated by Dulles about the moderate SS man: Wolff himself was a 
gentleman, Livermore said, and he should be exempted from prosecution for the 
SS crimes. Dulles had thus prepared the ground for sympathetic treatment of the 
SS general. However, his efforts on Wolff's behalf ran counter to his mandate to 
support the prosecutors of the Nuremberg Trial and the other war crimes trials 
with incriminating material in every respect. 

A review of the interrogations shows that Karl Wolff's strategy during the 
first period of his captivity consisted of two components: Cooperation and 
pressure on Dulles. Wolff was unable to publicize the promised consideration for 
his services in the surrender negotiations. However, he was able to put pressure on 
Dulles with hints. In contrast to many other generals, Wolff was considered 
"cooperative" by the CSDIC interrogators in the Cinecitta camp near Rome!” . 
However, Wolff was not suitable for the role of a key witness in court, as he did 
not make any legally usable statements against his comrades. Wolff did not 
know that he had been placed in British secret service listening cells!”> in order 
to elicit details from other prisoners, often enough including incriminating 
statements!”° . However, the SS general's desire for recognition is striking, as he 
boasted that the surrender negotiations with Dulles had led to his favorable 
treatment at the time, the Americans 


170 DCN, Donovan Collection, 87: The OSS's R&A Report No. 3133.7, 'Principal Nazi Orga- 
nizations involved in the Commission of War Crimes: Part Four: The Nazi Party,’ 10 
Sep- tember 1945 (draft for official use), p. 107. 

Robert Herde, Command responsibility. Die Verfolgung der "Zweiten Garde" 

deutscher und japanischer Generale im alliierten Prozessprogramm nach dem Zweiten 

Weltkrieg, Baden-Baden 2002, p. 119. 

172 NARA, RG 226, Entry 190, box 89 folder 16, Report Livermore. Livermore worked 

under Colonel Edward Glavin, Dulles' superior in operational matters, and represented 

him as his deputy, and was thus also above Dulles. 

Many OSS employees held Wolff personally responsible for the deaths of their 

comrades, see Burton Hersh, The Old Boys: The American Elite and the Origins of the 

CIA, New York 1992, p. 133; here he quotes an interview with OSS veteran Howard 

Roman from November 25, 1987. 

174 NARA, RG 319, IRR Personal Name Files, B. 423, File: Karl Wolff XO 8288, Col. Earle 
Ni- chols (G-2) to A.C. G-2 Main HQ, USFET, "SS Hideout in Italy", 13.11.1945: "Before 
being transferred from this theater to Nuremberg in connection with the impending trials of 
war criminals [. ] he was found cooperative." 

175 DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 10, letter Dulles to Howard Roman, February 7, 1966. 

176 Sönke Neitzel has presented a comprehensive study of the Allied wiretapping 
programs, with a focus on the generals' camp at Trent Park Manor near London, see 
Sönke Neitzel, Abgehört: Deutsche Generäle in britischer Gefangenschaft 1942 bis 1945, 
Berlin 2006; Overy, on the other hand, focused on the Nuremberg wiretapping in a similar 
study, see Richard Overy: Interrogations: The Nazi Elite in Allied Hands, 1945, 
London 2001. 
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had "kept all their promises" to him!” . In another conversation, Wolff, Harster 
and Dollmann speculated about whether their involvement in the surrender 
negotiations would bring them any career advantages in post-war Germany!” . As 
a result, in the summer of 1945, American and British CSDIC offices had their 
first indications of possible secret agreements between the OSS and Wolff, but 
these could not be evaluated due to a lack of background knowledge. After the 
British MI 5 had been instructed by the Attorney General to end the secret 
interrogations, as they were not admissible as evidence in court, they also ended 
the wiretapping in Italy. 

As a place of trial, Nuremberg was naturally the center of all those involved 
in the war crimes issue. It was therefore also the best place to inconspicuously 
exclude a particular person from prosecution. Almost a third of the personnel in 
Nuremberg available to the prosecution came from OSS circles!” . When Wolff 
was transferred to Nuremberg on August 21, 1945, he came under the influence 
of Dulles' personal superior William Donovan!®° , who was involved in the 
preparations for the International Tribunal as a special assistant to Nuremberg 
Judge Robert H. Jackson until December 1945, but resigned from this post in 
November 1945 after differences with Jackson'*! . Due to the work on site, 
especially in close proximity to the An- 


177 DCN, Interrogation Protocol Wolff with General Klaps, who had previously refused to 
testify, May 21, 1945, p. 6 "[A]ll the promises which Field Marshal Alexander and Dulles 
made to me have not only been carried out, but they have done far more than they 
needed, and far more than I expected, in the spirit of gentlemanly fair play." 

178 TNA/PRO, WO 204/13016, CSDIC/CMF/X 166, Conversation Wolff, Harster, Dollmann of 
22.5.1945. In this conversation, Wolff emphasizes that Mussolini was very upset when 
he learned of Wolff's surrender negotiations, but he was told that the Italians were 
considered traitors in the eyes of the Allies, so the Germans would have to conduct the 
negotiations, but would ask for the same conditions for their Italian comrades in arms 
as for themselves. Wolff claims to have offered the "Duce" to fly him and his mistress 
Clara Petacci out to Spain, but Mussolini had set his mind on fleeing to the mountains via 
Como and somehow reaching Switzerland. Graziani, in turn, had accepted Wolff's role 
as mediator and had given him the authority to lay down his arms on behalf of the 
Fascist-Italian troops. 

' An indication of the close overlap between the OSS and Nuremberg can be found in the 
reports of the Nuremberg prosecutors, who were either OSS employees themselves 
(e.g. Harris and Sprecher) or had a comparable intelligence service background (e.g. 
Storey). Cf. Whitney Harris, Tyranny on Trial, Dallas, TX 1954, he mentions Donovan as a 
member of Justice Jackson's prosecution team on p. 14; Drexel Sprecher, Inside the 
Nuremberg Trial: A Prosecutor's Comprehensive Account, Lanham, MD 1998; Robert 
Storey, The Final Judgement? Pearl Harbor to Nuremberg, San Antonio, TX 1968. 

180 Tt was only after Donovan's replacement that Wolff's protection became more difficult, 
and it was unavoidable that his name was traded in connection with plans for the 
Nuremberg succession trials. Cf. TNA/PRO, WO 204/106173, Hekking (signed 
Jackson), OCC, Nurnberg, to Col. G. Smith, Document Center: The prosecution 
requested information regarding Wolff's involvement in fighting partisans in Italy and 
the deportation of the population there for forced labor. 

181 Höhne, Der Krieg im Dunkeln (see note 2), p. 481 f. Donovan left Nuremberg after 
differences with Jackson regarding the evaluation of witness versus documentary 
evidence. His biographer explains that it was also about Donovan's criticism of the 
group indictment against the General Staff (see Antony Cave Brown, Wild Bill 
Donovan: The Last Hero, New York 1982, p. 744). Sprecher reports on the conflict 
between Donovan 
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However, the influential Office of the Chief of Counsel (OCC) apparently 
succeeded in recruiting Telford Taylor for the circle of friends around Dulles and 
in exerting targeted influence on the British investigating authorities in Italy!* . 

After Wolffs transfer to Nuremberg, Dulles and Lemnitzer regularly 
exchanged information about the status of the witness hearings, always wary that 
"Sunrise" should not come under the public spotlight or require a personal 
statement from Lemnitzer or Dulles'*? . Dulles used Kaltenbrunner's appearance 
in court, when he wanted to present himself as an angel of peace at the end of the 
war, to emphatically point out to Justice Jackson in a secret statement the 
dangers of a public discussion of the armistice negotiations and to dismiss 
Kaltenbrunner as a "liar"!®* . "Sunrise", this much is clear from the exchange of 
letters, was an intelligence operation that Lemnitzer and Dulles wanted to protect 
for the benefit of the US interests it contained and the Swiss middlemen!®> . 


Surprisingly for many trial observers, Wolff was not put in the dock as 
Himmler's representative'®° , but in the witness wing. This was not least due to a 
last-minute intervention by Dulles, who pleaded in August that the SS general's 
name should not appear on the list of defendants!®’ . However, Wolff was also 
closely monitored as a witness by the Americans to see whether he would keep 
to the agreement not to talk about "Sunrise"!*® . In the spring of 1946, Wolff 
suddenly showed symptoms of a nervous breakdown. 


and Jackson, Sprecher, Inside (see note 179), p. 166 f. The quick departure from the 

Nuremberg stage could explain why Donovan took his complete files with him. 

The head of the British military prosecutor's office in Naples, Major Field-Fisher, was 

summoned to Nuremberg in August 1946 to discuss "fundamental questions of the 

prosecution of German war criminals in Italy". No minutes of the conversation have 
survived, but as a result of this event Wolff's name was deleted from the British lists. 

PRO, WO 310/123, communication from the Nuremberg prosecution authorities to JAG CMF, 

21.8.1946. 

183 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnitzer to Dulles, March 5, 1946; Dulles! reply of March 6, 1946: "Fortunately, none of 
those imme- diately concerned with Sunrise are among the present list of defendants". 

184 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter Dulles to 
Lemnitzer, March 6, 1946. 

1855 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnit- zer to Dulles, 13.3.1946. Lemnitzer refers to the military-strategic advantages of the 
capitulation when he states: "It is indeed satisfying to know that Sunrise-Cross- word 
turned out to be so successful". 

186 After all, Wolff's name was mentioned in the famous opening speech of the Nuremberg 
Tribunal, when Judge Jackson described Wolff as one of the "masterminds" of the SS 
human trials in the concentration camps. Cf. The Trial of the Major War Criminals 
before the International Court of Justice at Nuremberg, November 14, 1945 to October 
1, 1946 (IMT), Nuremberg 1947, vol. 2, p. 129. 

'87 NARA, RG 226, E. 90, box 6, file 64, telegram from Dulles to Donovan, 23.8.1945. In this 
telegram, Dulles pointed out once again that it would be extremely unfavorable for the 
OSS if Wolff were offered a platform in court to speak about Sunrise. This document 
is also quoted by Smith/Agarossi, Sunrise (see note 1) in the new edition of the book 
from 2005 on p. 239. 

188 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnitzer to Dulles, 5.3.1946. 
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Disruption!®® . There is evidence of several incidents in the prison in the 
Nuremberg Palace of Justice: Wolff complained to the prison administration 
about his poor treatment!” and caused unrest among his fellow prisoners with 
nightly outbursts of rage"! . Wolff complained to Dulles that he should finally be 
taken out of prison, because under the circumstances he felt 
"no longer bound by any consideration of American-English-Swiss interests"!°? . 
Wolff put it sarcastically: 
"If you should be interested in participating in my promising spring company 
again this year with such excellent profits, I offer you once again, despite the 
terrible disappointments of the last 12 months, just as honestly as in March 
1945, the opportunity to be the first to subscribe to a preference share before 
all other co-interested parties at!” ." 
Of course, Dulles could not and would not engage in such maneuvers. Wolff 
absolutely had to be prevented from making any further statements. The IMT's 
regulations contained a helpful paragraph for this purpose: it was possible to 
deny the right to testify to persons who were deemed "of unsound mind"! . 
Wolff was taken away from Nuremberg, once again on his birthday on May 13, 
1946, and initially admitted to a mental hospital in Bamberg, later to a "PW 
hospital" for nervous diseases in Augsburg!” , where he remained until his 
release on August 7, 1946!% . The two months were enough for him to recover. 


189 On December 6, 1945, Wolff had attributed his rapid weight loss of 10 kg below his 
normal weight to solitary confinement and complained of the nervous tension of not 
knowing what he was being accused of, while other witnesses had already been 
released, see NARA, RG 238, WQ, Internee Personnel Records, 1945-1948, Entry 200, box 
36, letter from Wolff to Colonel Andrus, December 6, 1945. 

19 Staatsarchiv Nürnberg (StA Nürnberg), KV-Anklage, ‘Interrogation of the 
Obergruppen- führer Karl Wolff: 11.12.1946 by Walter H. Rapp. Wolff: "I very much 
would like to contribute to clarifying the truth, but if I am insulted and hurt, then the 
curtain falls and that's it. There are certain things, which we suffered in the course of 
the past 20 months, but those times are over and I am personally no criminal. I ask for 
your help and for your protection, so that it won't happen again in the future." Barr's 
estate contains Wolff's bitter complaint of May 10, 1946 to the prison warden in Nuremberg 
that hehad been 
"exploited and deceived". The wording of this letter leaves no doubt that Wolff was 
depressed at the time, see Barr Papers, correspondence re Wolff Box 7. 

191 BArch Ludwigsburg/ZSL, criminal proceedings against Karl Wolff, B 162/5033, 
interrogation of witness Udo v. Woyrsch, 5 Jan. 1963. Wolff had been rioting at night 
and had repeatedly made noise, he had been promised that nothing would happen to 
him, and now he had been sitting in this cell in Nuremberg for many months. Everyone 
else in Nuremberg had actually expected that Wolff, as the second man behind 
Himmler, would now make statements about the SS - but Wolff had "acted crazy" and 
remained silent. 

192 NARA, RG 238, WQ, Internee Personell Records, 1945-1948, Entry 200, box 36, Blitz 

> radio message Wolff to (erroneously: John Foster) Dulles, May 4, 1946. 

193 Tbid. 

19% Buscher, Bestrafen und Erziehen (see note 145), p. 118. 

195 NARA, RG 319, IRR Personal Name Files, B. 423, File: Karl Wolff XO 8288; E.J. Carson, 
(CIC special agent, Miesbach, Germany) an Officer in Charge, "Wolff, Karl". 

1% NL Wolff, privately owned, letter from Wolff to lawyer Dr. Zimmermann, Munich, 
16.12.1970. "List of my periods of imprisonment since 1945". Under 13.5.46 (typing 
error in the original: Wolff writes 45, but it should read 46) Wolff notes: 

"Taken to the St. Getreu Bamberg and Oberschule II Fürth asylums for the purpose of 
preventing testimony in the lst Great Nuremberg Trial and the Mal-Médy Trial, 
always in shared dormitories with 16-20 full inmates. Mid-June 
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to complete his testimony, undisturbed by Wolff's statements, at the Nuremberg 
trial!” . Wolff himself suspected in a later interrogation that he had been 
"prevented from testifying due to a medical error and a miscarriage of justice"! . 
However, the transfer to a military hospital was an operation supported by the 
American intelligence service!” , which served to remove his name from the list 
of war criminals and reliably prevented Wolff from making any further 
statements. 


2. Turnaround in war crimes policy and 
Wolff's change of strategy 


While in Wolff's case it was personal interventions that protected him in the first 
phase of war crimes policy until around mid-1947, politics had also found a new 
line on the war crimes issue. The internal discussion and debates in the House of 
Lords following the Kesselring trial had shaken the legitimacy of the British war 
crimes trials in their own country. The change of policy on the war crimes issue 
to the abandonment of the trial program in 1948 represented a definitive 
decision. This meant nothing less than that Wolff was safe from the British Italy 
trial program. 

Kesselring was sentenced to death after 59 days of trial on May 6, 1947, 
which led to a storm of indignation in England, during the course of which 
Britain's war crimes policy was publicly questioned. On the one hand, opposition 
leader Winston Churchill? , supported by Field Marshal Viscount Alexander?” , 
argued that the sentence was unjust, against the Prime Minister's Secretaries of 
State and against Foreign Secretary Ernest Bevin and Secretary of State for War 
Frederick Bellenger, who defended the policy of atonement. The American trial 
observer Colonel Preston Murphy was also critical of the verdict and doubted the 
guilt of the defendant?” . As a result 


until the beginning of July 1946 in the Neu-Ulm general prisoner-of-war camp, from 
the beginning of July to August 7, 1946 in the insane ward of the Augsburg hospital 
barracks until the end of the hearing of evidence in Nuremberg and the Malmédy trial, 
on August 7, 1946 he was released without examination and returned to the Neu-Ulm 
camp." 

197 Lang, Der Adjutant (see note 1), p. 304, but without evidence or explanation as to why he 

was prevented from speaking. In NARA, RG 238, Internee Personell records 1945-1948, 
E. 200, box 36 b, the Inter-Office Memorandum of January 7, 1948, states that Wolff is no 
longer needed in Nuremberg, but this does not constitute a formal acquittal: "This 
Statement does not constitute a certificate that the aforementioned individual may not 
be a war criminal". 

8 TfZ, ZS 317, Vol. 3, Interrogation of Karl Wolff by Mr. Barr, 25.2.1947. 

19 This is documented by an entry in his file, see NARA, RG 319 IRR Personal Name 
Files, box 423, File: Karl Wolff, XO 8288, "Summary of information, Wolff, Karl", 
File D- 26169. 

200 TNA/PRO, PREM 8/707, memo to Attlee about Churchill, May 6, 1947. 

20! Richard Lamb, War in Italy 1943-1945: A brutal story, New York 1994, p. 6. 

202 NARA, RG 338, File 000.5, box 816. Report of war Crimes Trial against Albert Kesselring, 
by Colonel Preston Murphy, p. 5. 
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a pardon for Kes- selring was discussed in the British parliament? as well as in 
the press. 

Political reasons were decisive for the change in British war crimes policy, in 
particular the Italian refusal to carry out the death sentence on Kesselring?"* . For 
the government in Rome, the reasoning behind this was that Italian war criminals, 
particularly in Yugoslavia, would also be threatened with execution with 
reference to the principle of equality? . This domestically motivated Italian 
change of course directly influenced British war crimes policy. Against this 
background, it did not seem impossible to the British that the actual perpetrators 
from the lower-ranking officer level, including many SS men who were 
threatened with trial before Italian military courts, would receive a more lenient 
sentence than the commanders-in-chief convicted by the British by refusing to 
carry out the death penalty in Italy? . Kesselring was subsequently pardoned?” . 
The War Crimes Group insisted?®® that Wolff should still be brought to trial, as 
he in no way conformed to Dulle's image of the unworldly SS good guy?” . But 
by the end of February 1948, the decision had already been made. The conclusion 
had been reached "that no German would be tried by a British court in the future 
for 


203 BArch, N 431/934, letter from Laternser to Kesselring, 19.10.1947, therein: 
Parliamentary De- bates in the House of Lords, 13.5.1947, copy. 

Lingen, Kesselring's Last Battle (see note 141), pp. 171-180. Cf. the surprised reaction in 
London in TNA/PRO, PREM 8/707, letter from Bellenger to Bevin, 8.5.1947, as well as the 
Italian statement in Archivio Storico-Diplomatico del Ministero degli Af- fari Esteri, 
Roma (Archive of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs - ASMAE), AP 1952, Criminali di 
Guerra tedeschi, b. 176. Final note from the Ministry of Foreign Affairs on the 
abolition of the death penalty, 13.10.1947. 

205 Filippo Focardi, La questione della punizione di Criminali di Guerra in Italia. In: Quellen 
und Forschungen aus Italienischen Archiven und Bibliotheken, 80 (2000), pp. 543-624. 
Bellenger remarked to Bevin, not without bitterness: "If we have to accept that the 
death penalty will not be carried out in any case of the war criminals we hand over to 
the Italians, we should seriously ask ourselves whether any of our own death sentences 
should be carried out at all." (TNA/PRO, PREM 8/707, letter from Bellenger to Bevin, 
8.5.1947, p. 3), also TNA/PRO, WO 310/129, letter from Rome Embassy to War Office, 
20.5.1947; Lamb, War (see note 201), p. 76. 

207 TNA/PRO, PREM 8/707, Harding message to War Office, 29.6.1947; and TNA/PRO, 
WO 310/127, JAG, 8.7.1947. The decision to pardon was a compromise. General 
Harding announced that he had confirmed the verdicts of "guilty" but commuted the 
sentence to "life imprisonment". 

The investigators’ frustration at seeing perpetrators get away unpunished in the face of 
these procedural obstacles and the difficult evidence is clearly evident in the files. Cf. 
TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, telegram JAG to War Crimes Group, 26.7.1947; TNA/PRO, 
WO 310/127, BTA to JAG, 5.8.1947: "No further trials can take place in Cen- tral 
Mediterranean Forces theater [...] I have no knowledge how far any other German 
generals can be connected with the many atrocities committed in Italy. To put it 
bluntly, I can prove the atrocity, can you prove the connection?" 

The last attempts of the War Crimes Commission to obtain evidence against Wolff 
through the interrogation of subordinates such as Gruppenführer With came to nothing, 
as the witnesses had already been released to their home countries (TNA/PRO, WO 
310/127, JAG to War Crimes Group, 28.10.1947 and 31.10.1947). It seems almost desperate 
that the Foreign Office was last informed in detail in February 1948 that "Wolff was by 
no means a simple combat commander, but the highest SS and police chief in Italy with 
all powers" (TNA/PRO, WO 309/347, Lt.Col. Gidd, WCG, Legal Division, 2.2.1948, 
memo to Col. Barratt). 


204 


206 


208 


209 


Unauthenticated 
Download Date | 3/19/20 10:58 AM 


06 Essay Lingen corr.aktuell.i 4 0 1 


410 


14.01.2010 09:53:21 


How SS-Obergruppenführer Karl Wolff escaped prosecution 411 


will be convicted of war crimes committed against Italians"?!° . The British 
preliminary investigation against Karl Wolff was discontinued?!! . 

In this second phase, Wolff also changed his strategy and began to insist on 
the alleged promise of immunity and its fulfillment. Instead of using his stay in 
the mental hospital to escape?!” , Wolff had himself transferred back to 
Nuremberg and appeared there several more times as a witness in the so-called 
follow-up trials?! . A conversation with the Swiss Sunrise intermediary Max 
Husmann in Nuremberg?!* , which had been planned for some time, gave Wolff 
the opportunity to exert more pressure on Dulles in the summer of 1948, as a 
message could be conveyed through the wiretapping?!> . Wolff dared to make 
direct accusations and claimed that he had been betrayed by Dulles and the other 
negotiating partners, whom he named by name: Gaevernitz, Airey, Lemnit- zer, 
Field Marshal Alexander. Husmann's private diary, which he had left behind with 
the American prosecutors in Nuremberg, was regarded as official confirmation of 
the accusations?!® . In particular, the emphasis on the role of the German-American 
negotiator Gero von Gaevernitz?!’ put him under pressure 


210 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, Letter from the JAG to War Crimes Group South East Europe, 
19.2.1948. 

211 This is one of the reasons why it was only after the end of the East-West conflict in the 
1990s that a conspicuous number of the prepared trials against SS men were resumed, 
cf. the trial of the Sant'Anna massacre before the Military Tribunal in La Spezia in 
2004 or the trial against Friedrich Engel in Hamburg in 2000. 

212 In the interrogation of 25.2.1947 (IfZ, ZS 317, Vol. 3), Wolff emphasized his SS ethos, 
which offers an explanation for his return: "In my opinion, as an SS general - even if 
only in the police - you are not allowed to emigrate. You have to stand your ground if 
you wear the laurel of selection. You can't just claim your rights, you have to live up to 
your duties, just as I did on the night of May 1 and 2 [1945]. I could only win and 
fall." His son, on the other hand, cites a practical motive for returning to Nuremberg 
(interview with Widukind Wolff, 26.8.2004 in Kreuzlingen): Wolff needed the discharge 
certificate in order to legally start a new life and find work; he had missed the chance 
to escape several times. 

213 Lang, Der Adjutant (see note 1), p. 308 f. Wolffs last testimony dates from January 
1948, see NARA, RG 319, IRR Personal Name Files, B. 423, File: Karl Wolff XO 8288. A 
photo of Karl Wolff on the witness stand in 1947 appeared in the New York Herald 
Tribune, Jan. 23, 1962. Newspaper clipping in: DCMLP, Dulles Papers, box 59, folder 
10. 

214 1fZ, AG 45/92/6, letter from Husmann to General Joseph Mc Narney, C-i-C of the US 
Forces in Europe, Frankfurt, 15.1.1946 and approval in IfZ, Polad/33/18, letter from Berlin 
(unsigned) to U.S. Legation, Bern, 28.5.1947. 

215 IfZ, Polad/33/18, Husmann-Wolff interview transcript, 5.7.1947. Wolff: "I cannot turn to 
anyone but the guarantor, because partner America doesn't talk to me anymore, he has 
denied or disregarded the facts. That is why I have turned to you, and now to 
Gaevernitz." 

216 NL Wolff, private property, "Private diary Max Husmann 1945", 75 pages (some 
missing) and additions by Karl Wolff, July 3, 1947, 18 pages. In it Husmann: "It is to 
Mr. Dulles' credit that you were not put on the first Nuremberg trial list, because he 
immediately said in Nuremberg: "Let time pass over this man. Maybe we'll be able to 
help him." 

217 TfZ, Polad/33/18, Husmann-Wolff interview transcript, 5.7.1947. "Husmann: Did von 
Gaevernitz make any promises to you? Wolff: he assured me once more that I would 
be interned for only a short time, probably 8 to 14 days, together with my family 
which lived at Bozen. The reason was that I was needed for questioning by the 
military. After that, however, I would be billeted together with my family." 


Unauthenticated 
Download Date | 3/19/20 10:58 AM 


06 Essay Lingen corr.aktuell.i 4 0 1 14.01.2010 09:53:21 
411 


412 MGZ 68 (2009) Kerstin von Lingen 


and delayed his application for American citizenship?'® . 

The threatening potential of Wolff's statements before the eyes of the Soviet 
prosecution in Nuremberg, especially as confirmed by a Swiss citizen, now 
became fully apparent for the first time. Predictably, the defendants immediately 
disassociated themselves from Wolff and rejected the accusation of promises?!’ . 
The official interpretation was that Wolff had become "disoriented" as a result of 
his imprisonment?”° . Wolff was transferred by the Americans to a British prison 
camp as quickly as possible, as he was no longer needed for the Nuremberg 
prosecution and they did not want to give him any space to make his claims 
known to a wider circle. 

It should be noted that Wolff's strategy of direct confrontation did not harm 
him due to the preparatory work that Dulles had done and the change in the 
political climate towards abandoning the trial program. However, his strategy 
was not successful in terms of direct advantages for himself: he remained in 
custody. 


3. Extradition stop and denazification process 


The third phase of protection began with the release from Nuremberg and the 
internal decision in favor of summary proceedings against Karl Wolff in the 
British zone. The decision in favor of denazification proceedings on German soil 
meant that extradition to third countries was no longer possible. This meant that 
the interventions of high-ranking British politicians and American intelligence 
officers could be complied with without causing a stir. In fact, the German court 
system was not independent enough to oppose Allied "wishes". In this third and 
final phase, it becomes clear that there was a common Western Allied interest in 
protecting Karl Wolff, which demanded that Wolff's role in the capitulation 
negotiations at the South German border be recognized. 


218 BArch, N 524 (Schulze-Gaevernitz)/13, Correspondence with the American Foreign 
Ministry from September and October 1945. 

219 TfZ, Polad/33/18, Memorandum W.M. Chase, Office of Military Government for 
Germany US (OMGUS), to Ambassador Heath, 15.7.1947. "General Airey, British Chief of 
Staff, in Nuremberg disagreed with the premise that any promises where made." 
Finally, Dulles personally informed General Clay that there had been no promises of 
amnesty to Wolff. Cf. DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 9, letter Dulles to Clay, 
20.11.1947. 

220 Walter Rapp, Director of the Evidence Division in Nuremberg, complained in a 
summary of all of Wolff's interrogations that it had never been possible to nail Wolff, 
see IfZ, Polad/33/18, Rapp to Taylor, Nuremberg, 16.10.1947. "You will appreci- ate 
that it is extremely difficult to solicit specific information from Wolff who is used to 
talk only in generalities and [...] is extremely loquacious and in my opinion does not have 
them all together." 


Unauthenticated 
Download Date | 3/19/20 10:58 AM 


06 Essay Lingen corr.aktuell.i 4 0 1 


412 


14.01.2010 09:53:21 


How SS-Obergruppenführer Karl Wolff escaped prosecution 413 


front to remain secret?! . The initiatives of the "Sunrise" circle of friends around 
Dulles can also be clearly demonstrated here??? . 

The Nuremberg prosecutor Telford Taylor initially demanded a statement from 
Dulles to”? , arguing that the question of Wolff's extradition should be turned 
down with his recommendation for denazification in the British zone”* . Taylor 
passed on his assessment to the Office of the American Military Government 
(OMGUS), based at the Control Council in Berlin, in order to exert influence on 
the British military governor, who had to decide on the still open question of 
Wolff's extradition to other nations. The second part of Control Council Law No. 10 
of December 20, 1945 regulated extradition by Allied nations to a requesting third 
country, especially in the case of high-ranking Nazi officials??> . There were 
extradition requests for Wolff from Czechoslovakia, Belgium and Italy. 

The U.S. Political Adviser for Germany, Robert Murphy, obtained official 
backing for Taylor's recommendation from the State Department, which in turn 
reassured Lemnitzer that Wolffs protection was really in the interests of the 
USA? . In accordance with Taylor's wishes, Murphy spoke up for Wolff to his 
British colleagues by rejecting the immunity agreements but insisting on the 
diplomatic merits of the SS general, which were important for the USA. Murphy 
adopted Dulles' positive assessment of the case?” and emphasized that SS General 
Wolff was a "borderline case"? . The course of action set by Dulles thus became 
the official interpretation and 


221 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, box 59, folder 9, letter Gaevernitz to Dulles, February 7, 1948. 
In a note to Dulles, Gaevernitz wrote that there were moral and political reasons 
against Wolff's extradition: "Quite apart from any moral commitment which we may 
or may not have towards him I believe it would be a grave political error if he were to 
be extradited to Czechoslovakia - for very obvious reasons." 

22 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, box 59, folder 9, letter Riddleberger to Gaevernitz, Jan. 23, 
1948. From this letter from Riddleberger to Gaevernitz it emerges that Gaevernitz had 
voted against Wolff's extradition at Kempner in Nuremberg, who had passed this 
assessment on to Murphy, who in turn spoke in favor of it to Riddleberger. 
Riddleberger then wrote directly to Gaevernitz, who, probably on behalf of Dulles 
(after all, the letter is in Dulles' estate), was told that the British only wanted to 
interrogate Wolff and that no decision had yet been made on his extradition. 

223 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with L. Lemnitzer), letter Dulles 
to Lemnitzer, 20.11.1947. 

224 IfZ, Polad/33/18, Taylor to Murphy, 6.9.1947. 

225 Michael Bryant, Dachau Trials - Die rechtlichen und historischen Grundlagen der US- 
amerikanischen Kriegsverbrecherprozesse, 1942-1947. In: Historische Dimensionen von 
Kriegsverbrecherprozessen nach dem Zweiten Weltkrieg. Edited by Henning Radtke 
[et al.], Baden-Baden 2007, pp. 111-122, here: S. 116. 

26 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnit- zer to Dulles, 28.11.1947. "Murphy agreed with my views." 

227 TNA/PRO, FO 371/70652, Murphy (Berlin) to Steel (Berlin), 'secret', 7.1.1948. "Although the 
end of the war was a matter of days, it should be noted that Wolff was the only 
German officer among the vast majority in the Wehrmacht who tried to stop the 
bloodshed." 

228 The report itself was formulated by Murphy's staff. IfZ Polad/33/18, Laukhuff to 
Murphy, 30.12.1947. "For my part, I see from the available documents that this is a 
borderline case. Wolff's mission was risky, was useful to us in terms of sparing human 
life and material, and I think it is just to recommend to the British that he be released 
on parole and under no circumstances handed over to the British. 
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The basis for the recommendation to London to release Wolff as a prisoner of 
war. Whether there had really been promises of immunity was completely 
pushed into the background or was officially reinterpreted. Lemnitzer, for 
example, emphasized that it was irrelevant whether promises had been made 
here, the only important thing was the services to the interests of the USA that 
Wolff had earned through the surrender negotiations, "while other SS officers had 
not lifted a finger"??? . The American participants were internally confident that 
Wolff would soon be a free man thanks to their interventions?*° . However, the 
Foreign Office rejected the U.S. Adviser's proposal outright! and referred to the 
principles of Allied war crimes policy formulated in Moscow to atone for crimes; 
after all, the SS general was held responsible for a considerable list of possible 
charges?*? . Shooting Wolff would "put those responsible in an untenable 
political position" if the accusations against Wolff were made public, so it would 
be difficult to legally oppose an extradition request from a third country. 
Furthermore, according to the Foreign Office, it was "questionable whether evidence of 
Wolff's 'good character' would be sufficient to prevent his extradition for proven 
war crimes? ." In the British military government and the Foreign Office, 
mistrust had grown noticeably when certain American officers had repeatedly 
inquired about Wolff and "pointed out that Wolff had been a genuine anti-Nazi 
since March 1945", as the British noted not without derision?34 . However, it was 
clear to London from the interventions coming from the highest US authorities 
that Wolff was protected by a powerful circle of friends and that a compromise 
could be found. 


had to? . 


other countries for trial." Internally, Murphy gave the order to his staff, 
"to provide the British with a useful explanation about the Wolff case". 

2 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnit- zer to Dulles, 28.11.1947. 

230 Ibid.; and letter Dulles to Lemnitzer, Dec. 1, 1947: "I know that we have always seen 
eye to eye in this matter of Wolff and I hope eventually that there will be an end to it." 

231 Dean was a representative of the German Department in the Foreign Office. 
Handwritten notes on Dean's drafts suggest that he had received instructions from 
Fraser not to agree to any exceptions. Cf. TNA/PRO, FO 371/70652: 

"We cannot act otherwise in a war crimes case". 

2332 TNA/PRO, FO 371/70652, P Dean (London) to Steel (US Political Adviser Berlin), 9.2.1948. 
The possible charges against Wolff were "medical experiments on prisoners, illegal 
arrest, deportation, ill-treatment of internees, mass murder and torture". 

233 Ibid. Dean recalled that while the Americans had stopped Wolff's extradition to 
Czechoslovakia for political reasons, the British government had not yet done so. "[I]f 
there is reliable evidence that he committed some of the wide se- lections of crimes 
alleged against him, and if Czechoslovakia or Belgium can produce a strong prima 
facie case, then I think we shall have to hand him over. Indeed we will be putting 
ourselves in an indefensible position if we did not, and should let ourselves in for a 
great deal of trouble." 

234 TNA/PRO, WO 309/347, N.H. Moller, Deputy Chief, Zonal Executive Office, Control 
Council Germany, British Element - CCG (BE) Berlin -, BAOR an War Crimes Group 
(NWE), BAOR, 28.2.1948. "The interest from on high centers round the fact that from 
March 1945 onwards he apparently turned 100% pro-Ally and did everything he could 
to bring about the final collapse in North Italy." 

25 For example, the US Chairman of the Coordination Committee of the Allied Con- trol 
Council, General Lucius D. Clay, who informed his British colleague Robertson, 
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The solution lay in denazification proceedings before a German division 
chamber in the British zone. This offered the opportunity to legally reject the 
various extradition requests with reference to the planned proceedings - and to 
discreetly meet American expectations?° . The first negative response from 
London to their extradition request came from those who had concrete evidence 
of Wolffs involvement in attacks on civilians in the course of the so-called 
partisan warfare; the Italian extradition request for Karl Wolff was rejected due to 
a lack of evidence: "There was no evidence which would justify his trial by the 
Italians?” ." 

The denazification hearings against Wolff began in February 1948 before the 
trial court in Hamburg under the "Ordinance 69" denazification directive for SS 
members, known internally as "Operation Old Lace", and amounted to an official 
amnesty from the Allies. The verdict was handed down on November 6, 1948: 
Wolff was found guilty and sentenced to 5 years in prison”! . Of course, the 
guilty verdict was at best a facade for a moral acquittal, as Heinrich Himmler's 
adjutant was declared a "minor incriminate (category II)" due to his alleged 
"nominal membership of the SS". In the subsequent appeal proceedings, the 
sentence was reduced to four years. 

Paradoxically, the guilty verdict meant an acquittal for Wolff: although 
Wolff's knowledge of the concentration camp system, the extermination of Jews, 
medical experiments and forced labor were listed in detail in the grounds for the 
verdict, the court came to the conclusion that the defendant's otherwise 
"impeccable conduct" and his "great merits in bringing about the capitulation in 
Italy" justified his immediate release on probation, as the sentence was 
considered to have already been served due to the "long period of pre-trial 
detention" in Nuremberg?*? . One of the reasons given for the reduction of the 
sentence was that "Wolff, by virtue of his office, had information but no concrete 
knowledge of the SS crimes". 

A guilty verdict with immediate release could only have been reached under 
enormous indirect pressure, even if the appearance of regular court proceedings 
was maintained on the outside. Dulles coordinated the assistance of**° in the form 
of countless personal interventions and statements and, although he was not 
officially responsible, received constant updates on the status of the decision 


cf. DCMLP, box 59, folder 9, letter Clay an Dulles, 12.1.1948. "I transmitted to the Brit- ish 
authorities the information which you provide in your letter regarding the part played 
by General Wolff in operation Sunrise-Crossword." 

236 DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 9, Steel to Murphy, March 9, 1948. 

237 TNA/PRO, WO 310/127, Letter from the JAG to War Crimes Group South East Europe, 
19.2.1948. 

238 BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, trial files Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948, judgment of 
November 6, 1948. 

239 BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, trial files Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948, judgment of 
November 8, 1949. 

24 BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, Prozessakten Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948, containing 
affidavits from Dulles, Waibel, Airey, Lemnitzer, Gaevernitz and his brother-in-law, 
the industrialist Edmund Stinnes, all dated between October and December 1948. 
Dulles' personal estate papers also contain the German affidavits for Wolff from the 
Italian officers, including Röttiger, Bonin, Rahn etc., see DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 
019/74, 9. 
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in the Wolff case, as the surviving correspondence from other departments in his 
estate proves*4! . His lobby was ready to protect Wolff. Hus- mann**? and 
Gaevernitz**3 even appeared in court. The British military governor, General Sir 
Brian Robertson, met for background talks with Lemnitzer, who asked him for 
"personal attention" for the special case of Wolff, which Robertson promised?“ . 
US General Lemnitzer conveyed his "concerns" about Wolff's denazification 
proceedings to Robertson via the head of the German department in the British 
Foreign Ministry, William Strang** , forcing the case to leave the administrative 
level and to be dealt with personally by the British military governor. Robertson, 
who was one of the key figures in British policy towards Germany at the time, 
responded positively to the American pressure and made Wolff's protection his 
cause by promising to send the German court a "recommendation" regarding a 
lenient sentence”* . In return, however, it was imperative to avoid discussing the 
surrender negotiations in court?” . In order to prevent revelations regarding the 
surrender, the British military governor Robertson advised Wolff to threaten that 
exculpatory documents would be withheld in such a case in order to harm him in 
courts. 

In addition, Robertson had Lemnitzer's and Airey's declarations, which were 
submitted via the British Foreign Office, checked by their legal department at the 
Control Council?” - certainly not a routine procedure. These were, also the 


241 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, box 59, folder 9, letter Lemnitzer to Dulles, Nov. 23, 1948, in 
which Lemnitzer wrote to him that the trial had been successfully concluded and had 
ended leniently for Wolff, "to which Airey's and my affidavit undoubtedly 
contributed". Murphy also wrote to Dulles in a letter on March 13, 1948 that 
everything possible was being done for Wolff and enclosed "in strict confidence" an 
exchange of letters between Murphy and Steel. 

242 TTP, Taylor papers, 5-4-3-37, Report German Courts Inspectorate of the British Legal 

Ad- visers dated 9.11.1948, 4 pages. 

243 BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, trial files Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948. Affidavit and 
interrogation Gero v. Gaevernitz, Hamburg, 1.6.1949. On 9.5.1949 he had made a 
further statement in Locarno in which he confirmed that the article "Auf den Spuren von 
Sunrise" published in the Neue Ziircher Zeitung corresponded to the full truth. 

244 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with Lemnitzer), letter 
Lemnit- zer to Gero v. Gaevernitz, 7.8.1948. 

45 Lemnitzer's concerns apparently made a great impression, cf. TNA/PRO, FO 1030/424, Chief 
Legal Division, OCC (Nuremberg) to Office of Military Governor Berlin, August 14, 1948. 

"It looks as if Mr. Wolff will get a pretty stiff sentence unless we do something about 
it." 

246 TNA/PRO, FO 371/70652, Robertson to William Strang (Secretary for State, Foreign Of- fice, 
London), 4.9.1948. Robertson noted that Lemnitzer was "greatly concerned about the 
Wolff case. He feels very strongly that Wolff's action in regard to these negotiations 
should be held to compensate for any past misdeeds. He is going to send me a 
statement which he wishes to put into at the trial. He also suggested that I should get in 
touch with Airey." 

247 TNA/PRO, FO, 1030/424, Brownjohn to General Robertson, telegram 419, Oct. 2, 1948. 

248 TNA/PRO, FO, 1030/424, Robertson to Brownjohn, 'Trial of Obergruppenfuehrer Wolff, 
‘top secret’ telegram 327, 3.10.1948. 

24 There is a file note dated December 15, 1948 in BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, Pro- 
cessakten Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948, that the originals of the affidavits of Lemnitzer 
and Airey had been sent to the (British) Inspector General for examination. 
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The documents were, unusually, reclaimed after use and can now only be found 
in copy form in the files of the Trial Chamber? . The true background to this 
intervention, however, was that the promises of immunity were considered so 
plausible that concealment from the public had a higher priority than the 
conviction of the SS general; Robertson did not doubt internally that a swap deal 
had been made during the "Sunrise" negotiations: 

"Although Wolff repeatedly alluded to promises made to him about his support 

for the surrender negotiations, Airey assured me that to his knowledge there 

had never been any such promises. But Airey remarked 'One can never be 
quite sure, of course, whether Wolff was not made promises by some agents 
of the OSS. In any case, from my knowledge of the working methods of 
secret services, I would not consider it impossible that there may have been 
such promises?! ." 
In its recommendation to the court, the British legal department came to the 
conclusion that Wolff was not guilty of the crimes he was accused of, as he had 
not been informed of them and had not seen any possibility of taking action 
against them. It should be stated that "a) neither the Americans nor we ourselves 
have found any evidence that he was involved in war crimes, that b) although he 
held a high rank within the SS, his area of activity was in combat zones and far 
away from the criminal events, he therefore had no possibility of becoming aware 
of the criminal machinations of the organization of which he was a member, and 
that c) he had been in American or our captivity without interruption since the 
end of hostilities?? ." 

The British assessment was not binding for the sentencing courts, but it could 
not simply be ignored. This recommendation is the only way to explain why the 
presiding judge, Dr. Roscher, declared Wolff guilty, but also counteracted the 
lenient sentence by cancelling the remaining week in prison "in view of his 
services to Germany and the whole world" and closing the trial with the words: 
"The defendant leaves the courtroom dressed in white and spotless clothes? ." If 
one understands a trial as a purification of the accused on his way back into 
society, then rarely has a trial been so directly linked to rehabilitation as the 
Wolff trial in Hamburg. 

It was Dulles' responsibility that Karl Wolff was able to return to a civic life 
without being banned from his profession, even though he had already retired 
shortly after his death. 


250 BArch Koblenz, Z 42/III 2670, trial files Karl Wolff, Hamburg 1948, Inspector General 
of Justice for the British Zone to the Bergedorf Trial Chamber, regarding the 
reclaiming of the Lemnitzer and Airey affidavits to the USA, May 27, 1949. 

251 TNA/PRO, FO 371/70652, Robertson to William Strang (Secretary of State, Foreign Of- 
fice, London), 4.9.1948. 

252 TNA/PRO, FO 1030/424, Chief Legal Division, OCC (Nuremberg) to Office of 
Military Governor Berlin, 14.8.1948. 

253 Hamburger Allgemeine, 7.6.1949: Four years in prison for Wolff. Arrest warrant 
quashed. The prosecution was unable to present any witnesses for the prosecution; Die Welt, 
June 4, 1949: "They leave with spotless clothes" SS General Wolff receives 4 years in 
prison; Hamburger Freie Presse, June 4, 1949: Four years in prison for General Wolff: "The 
accused leaves the courtroom with spotless clothes". 
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After his release, he repeatedly complained in interviews about the broken 
promises*** . In an almost provocative manner, he approached Dulles after his 
release to demand financial compensation. Via Max Waibel, the Swiss military 
attaché in Washington at the time, he asked Dulles**> whether he would be 
reimbursed by the Americans for his material losses "caused by the handling of the 
Italian capitulation contrary to the agreement" - he enclosed an impressive list of a 
total sum of DM 220,252.50 (sic!) as a precaution. Dulles was very clear in his reply 
to Max Waibel. Wolff was ungrateful and had no idea how much had been done 
for him: 
"Between you and me KW [Karl Wolff] doesn't realise what a lucky man he 
is not to be spending the rest of his days in jail, and his wisest policy would 
be keep fairly quiet about the loss of a bit of underwear, etc.. He might easily 
have lost more than his shirt?°¢ ." 
Lemnitzer told Dulles that he was disappointed that Wolff was now making "so 
much noise" about his "personal fuss"?5? . Nevertheless, Wolff was not 
prosecuted again over the next few years. Wolffs covert immunity lasted 
roughly as long as Dulles was in office as CIA director. It was only after Dulles' 
downfall in 1961 and under the pressure of a changed public awareness 
following the Eichmann trial for the crime against the European Jews that the 
German courts were able to sentence Karl Wolff to life imprisonment in Munich 
in 1964 for participating in the deportation of 300,000 Jews to Treblinka. 


Conclusion 


The Wolff case is an example of how political considerations began to dominate 
the disintegration process of the Allied alliance at the end of the war, which then 
exerted a direct influence on prosecution mechanisms during the Cold War. This 
exemplifies an important facet of the Western Allied war and post-war strategy, 
which instead of "unconditional surrender" relied more on "unconditional 
agreements". The results of the Wolff case show that war crimes policy took 
second place to political considerations and that compromises were conceivable 
in order to achieve strategic or political goals that contradicted the official 
political line of the Western powers and were made on the basis of ideological 
agreement with Germany's opponents in the war and against Israel. 

In the course of the intensification of the East-West confrontation from mid- 
1947, the content of the war crimes policy was thus virtually reversed: from then 
on, German war criminals were no longer subject to an overarching, transnational 


254 Wolff even voiced this criticism in newspaper interviews, see Il tempo, series of articles 
in no. 5-11, Karl Wolff: Ecco la verita [Here comes the truth], 1951. 

255 DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 9, Waibel to Dulles, 7.6.1950. 

256 DCMLP, Dulles papers, box 59, folder 9, Dulles to Waibel, June 12, 1950. 

257 DCMLP, Dulles Papers, MC 019/38, 10 (correspondence with L. Lemnitzer), letter Dulles 
to Lemnitzer, 20.6.1950. "I told Max that I thought Wolff was pretty lucky as he was 
and that he had better forgot the lost paraphernalia." 
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The victors used them as a bargaining chip to win the defeated over to their own 
camp and strengthen their own position in the Cold War. Despite the 
inhomogeneity of their goals, interest groups within the intelligence services, law 
enforcement agencies and occupation bodies, and thus ultimately also the 
political department of the Foreign Ministry, combined to form an assertive 
lobby that blurred the tracks of the SS general. 

"Operation Sunrise" marked a turning point in Allied relations with the Soviet 
Union from partners to future adversaries. Due to its relatively late 
implementation on May 2, "Sunrise" was only a mediocre military success, but 
had a great psychological impact in the West: for the first time, the Anglo- 
Americans had prevailed against Stalin. The American head of the military 
mission in Moscow, General John Deane, judged in 1946 that "Sunrise" was the 
turning point in American policy towards the Soviet Union, after which the USA 
would have shown a new self-confidence towards Stalin?® . 

The accusation of betrayal of the alliance was incorporated into the Soviet 
memory of the war in many ways? . For propagandistic reasons, a Western 
betrayal was constructed after 1945, in particular by erasing the participation of 
Soviet observers during the signing ceremony in Caserta from memory? . While 
the USA had an interest in not having to justify its military and ideological 
advantages in public, the Soviet Union apparently had an interest in appearing to 
be completely uninvolved in the negotiations. As a result, Stalin's subsequent 
diplomatic defeat with regard to Trieste and northern Italy appeared to be 
absolutely blameless. 

Trieste was the Western Allies' spoils of war, which they did not want to give 
up under any circumstances. This is underlined not least by the fact that one of 
the two Sunrise negotiators, General Terrence Airey, was immediately appointed 
General Morgan's representative in the spring of 1945 and later became the 
military governor of Trieste. 


258 Deane, The strange Alliance (see note 8), p. 165. "It marked a distinct turn in the atti- 


tude of the United States toward the Soviet Union and gave notice that we were not to 

be pushed around." 

Even more successful than official speeches and books on the subject was the fictional 

version of the Wolff legend, a spy novel by Russian author Julian Semyanov from 

1969. The stories revolve around the mission of Soviet Major Maxim Issaev, alias 

Hans-Otto von Stirlitz, who is supposed to find out how the Western powers are trying 

to deceive their Eastern allies at the end of the war. The series "Seventeen Moments in 

Spring" was filmed in 1972 and, despite its total duration of 14 hours, became an 

absolute hit in the Soviet Union and the GDR; it still has cult status in Russia today. 

(cf. entry by Klaus-Peter Walter: Stirlitz - Julian S. Semyonov's political agent. A 

portrait. In: Lexikon der Kriminalliteratur, Part 3 (Themen/Aspekte), Meitingen 1995, 

pp. 1-10; Klaus Mehnert, Uber die Russen heute. Was sie lesen, was sie sind, Stuttgart, 

Munich 1983, p. 234). The Wolff case was also analyzed in NVA officer training 

between 1986 and 1990 as a betrayal of the alliance, cf. written communication from 

Mirko Boerner to the author, 3.7.2009. 

260 It has not been possible to verify the fate of Colonel General Kirilenko after 1945, but it 
cannot be ruled out that he fell out of favor and died in custody. DCMLP, Dulles 
Papers, MC 019/72, 20 ("Secret Surrender corre- spondence"), letter Dulles to Alfred 
Goldberg, Oxford, January 29, 1965. 
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a post he held for four years”! . Airey was instrumental in implementing the 
British-American post-war plans for the Adriatic region and, through small 
negotiating successes, finally brought them to the desired conclusion, calming 
the political situation in the unstable border region of Istria*®? . Trieste was to be 
integrated into the Western alliance, which was finally achieved with the 
handover to Italy in 1954?° . 

The case of Karl Wolff shows where the priorities lay in Anglo-American 
policy in the past and how Dulles and his circle of friends from "Sunrise" 
comrades-in-arms had succeeded in getting a considerable number of 
functionaries behind them in the various committees dealing with the war crimes 
problem in Nuremberg, the Control Authority in Berlin and the British Military 
Government and forming a highly effective force from them between 1945 and 
1948. The revelation of secret agreements from the capitulation negotiations in 
court, in which an armed deployment of German troops against Yugoslavian 
units and thus allies of the Soviet Union would also be discussed (as hypothetical 
as the plans may have been), still held enough fuel in the political conflict of the 
Cold War, especially in 1948 in view of the Berlin blockade, which threatened to 
escalate into a new world war at any time, and made further secrecy necessary - 
even at the cost of protecting a Nazi criminal who, according to the prosecution, 
was involved in the deportation of Jews to Treblinka and had knowledge of 
human experiments in concentration camps. 


Abstract 


This article examines how War Crimes trials after 1945 are deeply intertwined 
with Cold War politics. Karl Wolff, SS-Obergruppenführer and General of the 
Waffen- SS who had commanded troops engaged in reprisals against Italian 
civilians, es- caped justice at Nuremberg with the help of Western Intelligence. 

Key to his escape from justice at Nuremberg was his role in "Operation Sun- 
rise" - negotiations conducted by high-ranking American, Swiss, and British offi- 
cials in violation of their agreements with the Soviet Union - for the surrender of 
German forces in Italy on May 2" , 1945. Intelligence Officials, including most 
no- tably Allen W. Dulles from OSS, shielded Wolff from prosecution in order 
to pre- vent information about the negotiations. Wolff had promised the 
deployment of German troops, in order to prevent Tito's partisans from 
occupying Northern It- aly. Indeed, this article proves that German troops were 
involved in resisting the Yugoslav forces at Trieste also after May 2™ , when 
Partisans had taken over con- trol of the port. 


261 Dulles/Schulze-Gavernitz, Unternehmen "Sunrise" (see note 1), p. 301. 

262 Terence Airey's private papers from his time in Trieste are contained in his partial estate 
in the Imperial War Museum London (IWM, P 66). A detailed evaluation is reserved 
for further studies. 

263 Cattaruzza, L'Italia (see note 89), p. 12. 
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Wolff's case shows how the Allied guideline of "unconditional surrender" 
was replaced during the last month of war by "unconditional agreements", in 
order to reach political aims against the advancing communism and secure 
strategic advan- tages. However, Wolff's earlier commitment, as Himmler's 
adjutant, to organize transport of Jewish people to Treblinka brought him into 
Court in 1962, when the ex- perience of the Eichmann trial had made such deals 
morally impossible. 
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